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KENTUCKY  PROJECTS 

Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 

witnesses 

hon.  scotty  baesler,  a  representative  in  congress  from  the 
state  of  kentucky  

hon.  harold  rogers,  a  representative  in  congress  from  the 
state  of  kentucky 

hon.  jim  dunning,  a  representative  in  congress  from  the 
state  of  kentucky 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order.  Today  being  Ken- 
tucky day  we  welcome  the  Kentucky  Delegation.  I  can't  think  of 
any  congressional  delegation  that  works  harder  for  their  State,  for 
the  Commonwealth,  as  you  folks  do.  You  work  well  together  and 
are  to  be  complimented.  We  are  pleased  to  hear  the  dean  member 
of  this  committee,  and  he  usually  takes  care  of  Kentucky  all  right. 
We  are  pleased  to  hear  from  your  delegation  for  the  next  30  min- 
utes. Prepared  statements  will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Rogers.  Thank  you  for  agreeing  to  hear  our  delegation  en 
masse  as  you  have  for  all  these  years.  This  occasion  is  a  special  one 
because  this  is  unfortunately  the  last  one  at  which  the  Chairman 
will  be  with  us,  having  announced  his  retirement,  unfortunately  for 
all  of  us;  fortunately,  I  guess  for  him. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  appreciate  so  very  much  over  these  years  all 
of  the  consideration  that  this  committee  and  the  Chairman  in  par- 
ticular has  given  Kentucky  and  our  peoples'  needs.  It  has  been  a 
remarkable  tenure  that  the  Chairman  has  had  of  this  committee 
and  as  Ranking  Member  for  the  many  years  that  he  served  in  that 
capacity. 

There  are  untold  thousands  of  people  in  my  district,  and  I  am 
sure  in  the  districts  of  all  of  us  across  the  country,  who  need  to  say 
a  word  of  thanks  to  you  and  to  Mr.  Bevill  and  the  other  members 
of  this  committee  not  for  just  a  perfunctory  amount  of  work,  but 
for  a  profound  change  in  their  lives. 

There  are  people  whose  homes  would  not  exist  because  of  floods 
in  those  districts.  Because  of  the  work  of  this  committee,  perhaps 
lives  are  being  lived  today  that  would  not  otherwise  have  lived  be- 
cause of  possible  death  from  flooding  that  has  been  prevented  by 
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the  work  of  this  committee.  So  the  work  that  you  have  done  is  pro- 
found in  flood  control,  and  all  the  other  aspects  of  this  committee 
that  we  generally  don't  talk  about,  the  energy  production  and  the 
nuclear  weapons  production  that  this  committee  oversees,  the  work 
of  research  in  many,  many  aspects  of  our  national  life  overseen  by 
this  committee,  and  so  we  owe  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  great  debt  of 
gratitude. 

I  wish  there  were  a  way  that  we  could  say  that  and  make  that 
more  profound  to  you  and  Mr.  Bevill,  who  has  served  as  Chairman 
of  this  committee  for  these  many  years.  As  I  was  sa3dng  before  Mr. 
Bevill  stepped  in  the  room  just  now,  there  are  people  whose  lives, 
Mr.  Bevill,  are  being  lived  today  that  otherwise  might  have  been 
lost  due  to  a  flood  that  this  committee  has  prevented.  So  the  work 
that  you  have  given  us  and  the  Nation  is  profound.  It  has  been 
enormous. 

There  are  enormous  improvements  that  have  taken  place  not  just 
in  flood  control,  but  in  channel  protection  and  energy  research  and 
weapons  production  and  all  the  things  that  this  very  important 
committee  of  the  Congress  has  overseen.  This  delegation  has 
changed  over  the  last  few  years.  The  Chairman  introduced  me  as 
the  dean  of  the  delegation.  I  don't  think  of  myself  as  being  that  old. 

Mr.  Bevill.  It  slips  up  on  you,  doesn't  it?  Bill  Natcher;  I  was 
thinking  about  what  Bill  always  pointed  out.  Like  you,  we  had 
worked  together  all  these  years  and  we  certainly  feel  that  way 
about  each  of  you,  Jim  and  all  of  you  that  we  have  been  working 
with  all  these  years.  We  appreciate  you  and  appreciate  the  whole 
Kentucky  Delegation. 

Mr.  Rogers.  You  have  certainly  shown  that,  and  I  should  say, 
Mr.  Chairman,  you  have  shown  your  kindness  and  wisdom  towards 
us  because  you  have  helped  us  in  our  projects  down  through  the 
years,  all  across  our  State,  and  we  cannot  adequately  thank  you 
enough  for  all  the  help  you  have  given  us. 

I  am  going  to  save  listing  the  projects  that  I  will  be  asking  help 
on  to  another  time  and  defer  to  our  colleagues  this  morning,  and 
recollect  the  times  when  Carl  Perkins,  Bill  Natcher,  Carroll  Hub- 
bard, Ron  Mazzoli,  Larry  Hopkins,  and  Gene  Snyder,  sat  before 
this  table.  What  a  great  collection  of  talent  in  the  Kentucky  Dele- 
gation. 

Mr.  Myers.  My  heart  is  still  sore. 

Mr.  Rogers.  Nevertheless,  I  hope  that  the  Chairman  and  the 
Ranking  Member  and  Mr.  Knollenberg  and  others  realize  how  very 
much  this  delegation  appreciates  you,  and  this  subcommittee,  and 
we  wanted  to  express  our  deep  appreciation  for  all  of  the  years  of 
hard  work  you  have  given  in  support  of  our  people.  With  that,  let 
me  recognize  Mr.  Bunning. 

Mr.  Bunning.  Thank  you,  Congressman  Rogers.  I  am  here  to  do 
likewise.  I  am  here  to  thank  Chairman  Myers,  Tom  Bevill,  my  good 
friends  and  all  members  of  this  subcommittee  because  they,  I  be- 
lieve, have  been  very  gracious  in  all  the  years  I  have  been  coming 
here,  and  this  is  my  10th  year  before  this  subcommittee.  I  don't 
think  you  have  turned  down  one  request.  It  all  got  done  over  the 
9  years  prior  that  I  have  requested  things,  and  I  am  deeply  appre- 
ciative of  that.  I  am  here  to  ask  for  nothing  today.  I  have  no 
projects. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Keeping  the  record  intact  then. 

Mr.  BUNNING.  I  do  want  to  state  this.  I  want  to 

Mr.  Myers.  You  are  batting  a  thousand. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Be  sure  to  get  that  in  the  record. 

Mr.  BUNNING.  I  want  to  assist  my  colleagues  and  their  requests 
today  because  I  know  that  they  have  many,  many  different  needs 
throughout  Kentucky.  It  just  so  happens  that  the  Fourth  Congres- 
sional District  is  in  fairly  good  shape  as  far  as  the  desires  and 
needs  from  this  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  are  saying  that,  if  I  may  interrupt  you,  it  re- 
minds me  that  Bill  Natcher  used  to  say  that  Carl  Perkins  didn't 
have  an3miore  room  in  his  district  for  anymore  public  works 
projects,  and  I  think  the  Chairman  is  reaching  that  point  now. 

Mr.  BuNNlNG.  He  and  I  share  Carl's  district  so  I  want  you  to 
know  that  he  still  has  some  needs.  The  ones  in  the  other  end  of 
the  district  have  been  taken  care  of  very  well. 

Mr.  Myers.  Any  ravine  bigger  than  a  bathtub  has  a  dam  on  it 
now. 

Mr.  BUNNING.  They  do.  Similar  to  how  much  we  are  going  to 
miss  coming  back  next  year  with  Tom  Bevill  not  being  here,  retir- 
ing and  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  retiring,  we  will  not  have  the  same 
rapport  that  we  did  with  this  subcommittee.  It  is  going  to  be  more 
difficult  no  matter  who  takes  your  place.  If  we  move  Hal  up  to  that 
chair,  it  may  be  easier.  I  want  you  to  know  how  much  I  appreciate 
it. 

Mr.  Bevill.  John  Myers  and  I  agree  that  Joe  is  going  to  make 
the  best  Chairman  we  have  ever  had. 

Mr.  Rogers.  Mr.  Baesler. 

Mr.  Baesler.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill.  I  would  like 
to  talk  about  three  projects  today,  one  which  is  a  continuation  for 
many  years  thanks  to  this  committee,  the  Kentucky  Rivers  Locks 
and  Dams,  which  last  year  the  committee  allocated  $3.3  million. 
This  is  a  project  that  we  hope  to  finish  this  year. 

Unfortunately,  last  year  we  had  asked  for  $6.5  million  and  you 
gave  us  $3  million.  Since  that  time,  unfortunately,  they  have  found 
a  problem  with  lead,  trying  to  transfer  it  to  the  States  which  the 
Corps  indicates  is  going  to  cost  another  $3  million.  That  project  is 
our  number  one  priority  because  it  is  a  completion  of  a  project  that 
has  been  going  on  many,  many  years. 

The  State  is  prepared  to  cooperate  with  the  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers' mandate  from  Congress  and  take  over  the  ownership  and 
maintenance  of  Locks  and  Dams  5  through  14.  Resistance  to  the 
transfer  was  historically  based  on  the  state  of  disrepair,  but  that 
has  been  handled  over  the  last  several  years  thanks  to  your  com- 
mittee, and  we  appreciate  it. 

Beginning  with  fiscal  year  1993,  the  Army  contracted  and  com- 
pleted necessary  repairs  of  the  Locks  and  Dams  5  through  10.  The 
State  has  recently  executed  a  deed  that  will  transfer  Lock  and  Dam 
10  to  the  Commonwealth,  and  they  will  be  responsible  from  that 
point  on.  Three  million  dollars  was  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1996  and  the  work  continues  on  Locks  and  Dams  11  through  14. 

The  Kentucky  River  is  a  water  source  for  a  great  deal  of  Ken- 
tucky, especially  the  eastern  end.  It  is  estimated  that  final  appro- 
priations of  $3.6  million  will  complete  the  repair  work  on  the  sys- 
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tern  and  place  the  Commonwealth  in  a  position  to  accept  transfer 
of  it. 

Initial  efforts  to  proceed  with  the  transfers  of  the  locks  and  dams 
have  been  delayed  due  to  the  presence  of  contaminated  soil  associ- 
ated with  the  build  up  of  lead,  an  environmental  problem  found  in 
the  last  year.  The  remediation  activities  performed  at  Lock  and 
Dam  10  in  Madison  County  by  the  Army  Corps  included  back- 
ground sample  testing,  excavation,  disposal  and  locating  and  haul- 
ing the  borrow  material. 

Soil  tests  at  additional  Federal  properties  reveal  similar  lead 
contamination  problems.  The  estimated  cost  of  this  cleanup  is  $3.9 
million.  The  committee  is  requested  to  include  $7.5  million  for  the 
Corps  to  continue  this  critical  repair  and  maintenance  work,  which 
would  include  doing  away  with  the  problem  with  the  lead. 

A  second  project  is  a  new  project.  I  haven't  been  here  10  years. 
I  am  starting  on  some  new  ones.  In  Perryville,  Kentucky,  is  the  site 
of  Kentucky's  most  important  Civil  War  engagement.  It  is  a  very 
important  site.  Some  historians  believe  that  the  battle  of  Perryville 
was  as  decisive  as  any  other  of  the  4-year  conflict  of  the  Civil  War. 

The  Chaplin  River  has  flooded  the  historic  town  of  Perryville 
three  times  in  the  past  31  years,  causing  significant  damages  to 
the  property.  According  to  the  mayor  of  Perryville,  any  storm  event 
with  a  total  rainfall  of  4  inches  or  more  will  result  in  significant 
flooding.  In  addition,  the  bridge  crossing  the  Chaplin  River  in  the 
city  is  a  major  east-west  route  for  U.S.  highways.  This  bridge  was 
not  constructed  high  enough  to  prevent  it  from  being  overcome 
with  floods. 

Although  the  1984  Corps  of  Engineers  channelization  project  on 
the  Chaplin  River  has  helped  to  control  the  flow  of  the  water,  a  wa- 
tershed project  is  needed  to  address  the  quantity  of  water  before 
it  reaches  the  town.  This  project  request  proposes  the  construction 
of  approximately  55  earthen  embankments  that  will  have  a  high 
stormwater  storage  capacity,  up  to  300  acre  feet  total,  to  better 
control  the  runoff.  For  this  we  are  requesting  consideration  of 
$909,103.50. 

Mr.  Bevill.  What  is  that  50  cents  for? 

Mr.  Baesler.  I  don't  know. 

The  third  and  last  project  is  a  continuation  of  last  year.  Flooding 
occurs  on  the  left  bank  of  the  Kentucky  River  immediately  down- 
stream from  the  mouth  of  Benson  Creek.  Flooding  in  the  low-lying 
areas  is  made  worse  by  backup  in  storm  sewers. 

In  order  to  solve  the  flooding  problem,  the  City  of  Frankfort 
nf  eds  to  know  if  a  small  levee  would  be  technically  feasible.  Last 
year,  $65,000  was  earmarked  for  the  Army  Corps  study  and  this 
year  we  are  asking  for  $85,000,  which  will  complete  the  necessary 
funding  for  the  feasibility  study.  We  are  often  asked  what  is  your 
top  priority.  The  top  priority  was  the  Kentucky  rivers  and  locks 
and  dams.  The  last  one  would  be  the  second  priority.  The  third 
would  be  the  Chaplin  River. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration.  I  haven't  been  here  as  long  as 
my  distinguished  colleagues,  but  I  hope  to  be.  We  have  enjoyed  in 
the  short  period  your  consideration  for  our  State  and  hope  that  Hal 
runs  out  pretty  soon  so  we  can  send  some  to  the  rest  of  the  State 
pretty  soon. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Baesler  follows:] 
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Testimony  of  Congressman  Scocty  Baesler 

Siibcommittee  on  Energy  emd  Water  Development  Appropriations 

March  5,  1996 

Summary  of  Project  Funding  Requests 

(1)  Kentuclcy  River  Loc)cg  ""^  n»tnn  -  Con^letion  of  final  repair  work 
on  Locks  eind  Dams  12-14  and  soil -contamination  clean-up  on  Locks  and 
Dams  5-14  for  drinking  water  supply  purposes.   Upon  project 
completion,  the  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky  will  take  title  to  these 
Locks  and  Dams  and  assume  operation  eind  maintenance  responsibility. 
FY  97  Appropriation  request  -  $7,500,000 

(2)  Chaplin  River  Watershed  Prelect  -  Construction  of  approximately 
55  earthen  embankments  that  will  have  high  stormwater  storage 
capacity  to  better  control  runoff  within  the  watershed.   The  project 
will  potentially  decrease  flooding  in  the  city  of  Perryville  and 
along  the  Chaplin  River.   FY  97  impropriation  request  -  $909,103 

(3)  Kentucky  River.  Bellepoint.  FeasibllitY  Report  -  Con?)lete 
feasibility  study  to  solve  the  flooding  problem  at  the  left  bank  of 
the  Kentucky  River  immediately  downstream  from  the  mouth  of  Benson 
Creek.   FY  97  Appropriation  request  -  $85,000 
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SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  APPROPRIATIONS 
MARCH  5,  1996 

TESTIMONY:  Representative  Baesler  of  Kentucky 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Siibcommittee,  I  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you  and  present  for  your  funding 
consideration  three  projects  of  importance  to  my  district. 

The  three  projects  I  will  discuss  represent  one  project  which  will 
result  in  continuation  and  completion  of  a  previously  funded  Corps 
of  Engineers  Project,  one  project  which  has  not  received  prior 
federal  funding,  and  one  which  would  complete  a  feasibility  report 
partially  funded  in  FY  96. 

Project  One:   Kentucky  continues  to  rely  on  the  system  of  dams  along 
the  Kentucky  River  to  provide  the  primary  source  of  water  supply  in 
the  central  part  of  the  state.   Pools  established  by  the  dams 
provide  drinking  water  to  over  600,000  Kentuckians  who  live  in  the 
Basin,  have  significant  use  for  agricultural  and  manufacturing 
interests,  are  critical  to  coal  production,  and  are  central  to  most 
future  economic  development  plans  for  the  region  including  all  or 
part  of  42  counties. 

The  state  is  prepared  to  cooperate  with  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers ' 
mandate  from  Congress,  and  take  over  ownership  and  maintencince  of 
Locks  and  Dams  5-14  where  commercial  navigation  has  become 
insignificant.   Resistance  to  this  transfer  of  responsibility  was 
historically  based  on  the  state  of  disrepair  of  the  locks  and  dams, 
which  has  been  incrementally  corrected  through  a  series  of 
appropriations  from  Congress.   The  appropriation  requested  from  this 
Committee  today  is  calculated  to  complete  repairs  of  the  lock  and 
dam  system  and  to  correct  identified  lead  waste  problems  on  the 
federal  lands  so  that  the  transfer  of  the  locks  and  dams  may  be 
finally  accomplished. 

Beginning  with  appropriations  for  Fiscal  Year  93,  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  has  contracted  and  completed  necessary  repairs  to  Locks 
and  Dams  5-10,  and  the  state  has  recently  executed  a  deed  that  will 
transfer  Lock  and  Dam  10  to  the  Commonwealth.   The  Commonwealth  will 
continue  to  accept  transfers  for  Locks  and  Dams  5-9  upon  correction 
of  hazardous  waste  problems.   $3,000,000  was  appropriated  for  Fiscal 
Year  1996  and  work  continues  on  Locks  and  Dams  11-14.   It  is 
estimated  that  a  final  appropriation  of  $3,600,000  will  finance 
completion  of  repair  work  on  the  system,  and  place  the  Commonwealth 
in  the  position  to  accept  transfer  of  the  remaining  locks  and  dams. 

The  Commonwealth  has  established  the  Kentucky  River  Authority  which 
is  actively  pursuing  plans  for  construction  of  a  system  of  release 
valves  and  movable  crest  gates  to  be  financed  through  state  water 
use  fees.   The  Commonwealth  is  anxious  to  move  forward  with  the 
transfer  of  the  locks  and  dams  so  that  it  may  proceed  with 
additional  state  bond  issues  and  finance  construction  of  a  water 
management  system  based  on  current  drought  period  deficits  and 
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anticipated  future  demands  for  water  in  the  Central  Kentucky  region. 
The  repair  of  all  dams  in  the  system  is  critical  to  these  water 
supply  management  plans,  and  the  experience  obtained  by  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Commonwealth  working  under  the  first 
three  contracts  makes  it  highly  likely  that  the  requested  $3,600,000 
appropriation  will  complete  scheduled  repair  work.   Fiscal  Year  96 
appropriations  will  finance  contract  work  beginning  this  spring 
primarily  on  Lock  and  Dam  12  and  will  allow  initial  work  on  Dams  13 
and  14.   This  work  will  include  construction  of  sheetpile  cutoff 
upstream  of  Dam  12,  concrete  bulkhead  work  and  placement  of  derrick 
stone.   This  final  appropriation  of  $3.6  million  will  complete  all 
remaining  repair  work  for  Locks  and  Dams  12-14  through  a  final 
contract  #5  between  the  Commonwealth  and  the  Arroy  Corps  of 
Engineers . 

Initial  efforts  to  proceed  with  transfers  of  the  locks  and  dams  with 
completed  repairs  have  been  delayed  due  to  the  presence  of 
contaminated  soil  associated  with  a  buildup  of  lead  during  the 
tenure  of  federal  ownership  of  these  properties.   Remediation 
activities  performed  at  Lock  and  Dair.  10  in  Madison  County  by  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  included  background  sample  testing, 
excavation,  disposal,  and  locating  and  hauling  borrow  material. 
Soil  tests  at  additional  federal  properties  reveal  similar  lead 
contamination  problems  that  have  resulted  from  lead  paint  used  on 
all  of  the  now  historic  lockmaster  structures. 

Regardless  of  the  issue  of  transfer,  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is 
responsible  for  the  clean-up  of  these  properties  under  both  state 
and  federal  hazardous  waste  laws  (Comprehensive  Environmental 
Response  Compensation,  and  Licibility  Act  of  1980  42  U.S.C.A. 
Sections  9601  to  9675  and  KRS  224.01-400).   Federal  law  speaks 
expressly  to  the  application  of  state  laws  to  removal  and  remedial 
action  at  facilities  owned  or  operated  by  the  United  States 
Government  (CERCLA  42  U.S.C.A.  Section  9620(a)(4).   Further,  the 
state  Natural  Resources  and  Environmental  Protection  Cabinet  cannot 
approve  transfer  of  these  properties  to  the  Kentucky  River  Authority 
until  adequate  clean-up  is  accomplished.   The  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  clean-up  costs  at  Lock  and  Dam  10  totaled  $76,000. 
Allowing  for  the  differences  at  the  remaining  sites,  this  cost  has 
been  pro- rated  to  arrive  at  an  estimated  clean-up  cost  for  Locks  and 
Dams  5-9  and  11-14  of  $3,900,000. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Committee  is  recfuested  to  include  $7,500,000  for 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  critical  repair  and 
maintenance  work  at  Kentucky  River  Locks  and  Dams  Nos.  12,  13,  and 
14  as  preparatory  to  transfer  of  such  facilities  to  the  Commonwealth 
of  Kentucky  and  in  furtherance  of  the  state's  planned  water 
management  system  inclusive  of  Kentucky  River  Locks  and  Dams  5-14. 
Such  transfer  will  take  place  provided  that  environmental  clean-up 
of  lead  contaminated  soil  at  Kentucky  River  Locks  and  Dams  5-14  is 
accomplished  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  at  a  level  to  meet  the 
standards  established  by  state  and  federal  laws. 

Project  2:   Perryville  Kentucky  is  the  site  of  Kentucky's  most 
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important  Civil  War  engagement.   Some  historians  believe  the  Battle 
of  Perryville  was  as  decisive  as  any  other  during  the  entire  four- 
year  conflict,  as  it  may  have  marked  a  fatal  loss  of  initiative  for 
the  South. 

The  Chaplin  River  has  flooded  the  historic  town  of  Perryville  three 
times  in  the  past  31  years.   In  1961,  the  flood  resulted  in  $500,000 
in  damages  (1961  dollars) .   The  river  flooded  again  in  1974,  causing 
over  $150,000  in  damages.   The  most  recent  flood  was  June  18,  1992 
where  45  homes,  eleven  businesses,  and  one  church  were  damaged, 
resulting  in  $510,000  in  damages.   Agricultural  losses  resulted  in 
$398,865  in  damages.   The  Red  Cross  provided  $8,000  worth  of  food, 
medicine,  and  shelter  for  victims  of  the  June  18,  1992  flood.   Total 
losses  from  the  1992  flood  are  estimated  at  $916,865. 

According  to  the  Mayor  of  Perryville,  any  storm  event  with  total 
rainfall  of  four  inches  or  more  will  result  in  significant  flooding. 
In  addition,  the  bridge  crossing  the  Chaplin  River  at  Perryville  is 
a  major  east -west  route  for  U.S.  Highways  150  and  68.   This  bridge 
was  not  constructed  high  enough  to  remain  dry  during  flood  stage. 
It  is  therefore  covered  by  flood  water,  and  struck  laterally  by  the 
floating  debris  carried  by  the  river. 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  completed  a  channelization  project 
on  the  Chaplin  River  in  1984,  adjacent  to  Perryville 's  Historic 
Merchants  Row.   Although  this  work  has  helped  to  control  the  flow  of 
water  in  the  town  of  Perryville,  a  watershed  project  is  needed  to 
address  the  quantity  of  water  before  it  reaches  the  town. 

This  project  request  proposes  the  construction  of  approximately  55 
earthen  embankments  that  will  have  high  stormwater  storage  capacity 
(approximately  300  acre- feet  total)  to  better  control  runoff  within 
the  watershed.   The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  widened  and 
deepened  approximately  .25  miles  of  Chaplin  River  channel  in  1984. 
Land  treatment,  if  needed,  will  consist  of  terraces,  waterways, 
conservation  tillage,  and  crop  residue  management.   The  average  dam 
will  be  about  20  feet  high  with  the  capability  of  storing  stormwater 
runoff.   The  average  sediment  pool  will  be  four  to  six  acres  in 
size. 

Implementation  of  this  project  will  permanently  reduce  the  flooding 
potential  for  this  watershed  and  historic  Perryville.   I  am 
requesting  $  909,103  for  this  project. 

Project  3;   Flooding  occurs  on  the  left  bank  of  the  Kentucky  River 
immediately  downstream  from  the  mouth  of  Benson  Creek.  Flooding  in 
the  low  lying  areas  is  made  worse  by  backup  in  storm  sewers  or 
seepage  below  the  surface.   In  order  to  solve  the  flooding  problem, 
the  City  of  Frankfort  needs  to  know  if  a  small  levee  would  be 
technically  feasible,  as  there  is  a  possible  underground  connection 
to  the  river.   I  am  requesting  $85,000  in  FY  97  for  completion  of 
the  feasibility  study  for  which  $65,000  was  earmarked  in  FY  96. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
KENTUCKY  PROJECTS 
WITNESSES 

HON.    RON    LEWIS,   A   REPRESENTATIVE    IN   CONGRESS   FROM    THE 
STATE  OF  KENTUCKY 

HON.   MIKE   WARD,  A  REPRESENTATIVE   IN   CONGRESS   FROM   THE 
STATE  OF  KENTUCKY 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  am  sure  you  will  do  all  right. 

Mr.  Rogers.  Mr.  Lewis. 

Mr.  Lewis.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  join  my  Kentucky  colleagues  in 
thanking  you  for  the  opportunities  to  testify  before  your  sub- 
committee on  behalf  of  the  citizens  of  the  Second  District  of  Ken- 
tucky. While  the  Second  District  has  many  important  projects, 
today  I  want  to  address  our  most  urgent  concerns,  as  we  all  know, 
that  funding  is  limited.  As  Members  of  Congress,  we  must  make 
the  most  efficiency  use  of  the  taxpayer's  money  in  these  difficult 
budgetary  times. 

This  committee  over  the  years  has  been  very  kind  to  the  people 
of  the  Second  District.  Funding  for  river  and  lake  projects  has  ben- 
efitted the  folks  of  the  Second  District  and  surrounding  areas.  I  ex- 
pect funding  for  the  continuation  of  these  projects  to  be  included 
in  the  President's  budget,  and  Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  hope  your 
committee  will  continue  to  fund  these  projects  in  1997. 

I  come  before  you  this  year  with  a  new  priority,  but  an  old  prob- 
lem. For  many  years  Panther  Creek  has  been  a  source  of  flooding 
problems  to  the  good  people  of  Daviess  County.  Flooding  due  to 
record  rainfall  in  late  May  and  early  June  of  1995  has  brought  this 
issue  to  the  forefront  for  local  citizens.  Over  the  years,  urban  and 
rural  property  owners  have  experienced  losses  due  to  flooding  along 
Panther  Creek.  Today,  however,  urban  growth  from  the  City  of 
Owensboro  and  a  buildup  of  sediment  in  the  channel  has  led  to  a 
increasing  problem. 

Flooding  in  this  area  is  hampering  potential  growth  and  develop- 
ment and  continues  to  damage  cropland,  homes,  bridges,  rec- 
reational areas,  and  property.  In  1991,  landowners  and  Daviess 
County  officials  began  to  research  possible  assistance  to  solve  flood- 
ing problems.  The  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS) 
developed  a  preliminary  plan  which  contained  three  alternatives. 

In  September  of  1995,  the  decision  was  made  to  have  NRCS  pro- 
vide a  detailed  analysis  of  the  construction  of  small  flood  control 
structures.  The  study  was  completed  on  limited  resources,  and  I 
want  to  thank  those  local  leaders  and  the  NRCS  for  the  Flood 
Damage  Analysis.  Although  this  study  is  not  conclusive,  it  points 
to  a  possible  solution  for  flooding  in  this  area. 

Therefore,  I  am  requesting  $200,000  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
to  initiate  a  reconnaissance  study  of  the  feasibility  of  this  project. 
Corps  officials  inform  me  that  the  normal  cost  of  such  a  study 
would  be  much  more — perhaps  twice  as  much.  But  due  to  the  work 
that  has  already  been  done  and  other  information  available,  the 
Corps  can  complete  this  feasibility  study  for  a  relatively  small 
amount. 
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I  realize  that  $200,000  is  a  great  deal  of  money  for  just  another 
study.  However,  from  the  information  available  and  the  NRCS 
study,  I  believe  it  is  a  good  investment  in  a  possible  solution  to 
these  flooding  problems. 

While  this  new  project  is  a  priority  for  me  and  the  citizens  of 
Daviess  County,  I  want  to  remind  the  committee  of  the  need  for 
continuation  of  fimding  for  other  ongoing  projects  in  the  Second 
District,  like  the  Bardstown,  Kentucky,  project  to  protect  the  water 
supply  treatment  facility  for  that  community. 

Also,  I  want  to  thank  the  committee  for  the  $50,000  to  study  the 
deauthorizing  and  disposing  of  Green  River  Lock  and  Dam  No.  6, 
and  encourage  the  completion  of  that  project. 

If  funds  are  available  in  Section  205,  I  would  ask  that  consider- 
ation be  given  to  Lebanon  Junction,  Kentucky,  and  reinitiating  fea- 
sibility studies  of  flood  damage  reduction  for  that  city. 

Again,  let  me  reemphasize  the  importance  of  these  projects  to  the 
Second  District  of  Kentucky.  As  we  work  to  prioritize  and  make  the 
best  of  scarce  funding  resources,  I  urge  you  and  your  committee  to 
fully  consider  these  needs  and  concerns. 

i^ain,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  testify  today.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Rogers.  Mr.  Ward. 

Mr.  Ward.  Thank  you  all  very  much.  I  appreciate,  again,  the  op- 
portunity of  being  before  you.  I  say  again,  because  this  is  just  my 
second  time  before  you  as  it  is  Mr.  Whitfield's.  Between  Scotty  and 
Ed  and  Ron  and  me,  we  have,  I  think,  4,  6,  7,  8,  10  years  between 
us.  It  took  four  of  us  to  get  10  years  here  to  match  Mr.  Bunning. 

We  are  a  new  delegation,  but  appreciate  the  courtesies  we  have 
been  extended  by  this  committee.  That  was  evident  this  morning 
as  Mr.  Bevill  and  I  were  chatting  outside.  I  said  I  figure  if  I  get 
there  with  you  I  am  not  late.  He  said  I  will  tell  them  I  held  you 
up  out  here.  I  said  that  is  funny,  because  I  am  going  to  hold  you 
up  today. 

What  I  want  to  hold  you  up  for  are  five  projects  in  Louisville, 
and  I  would  like  to  devote  time  to  these  five  specific  projects.  The 
first  and  foremost  among  those  is  the  McAlpine  Lock  Replacement 
Project,  which  involves  replacement  of  a  600-foot  auxiliary  lock 
chamber  and  an  inactive  360-foot  lock  chamber  with  a  single  1,200- 
foot  lock.  Upon  completion  of  this  new  1,200  foot  lock,  we  will  have 
twin  1,200-foot  locks  at  McAlpine  Dam  and  it  will  allow  uninter- 
rupted flow  of  traffic  along  an  increasingly  busy  Ohio  River. 

Preconstruction  and  engineering  design  work  has  been  completed 
at  McAlpine.  An  appropriation  of  $8.5  million  for  fiscal  year  1997 
will  permit  the  initiation  of  construction.  I  greatly  appreciate  the 
committee's  continued  support  for  this  vital  project. 

There  are  four  flood  control  projects  in  Louisville  and  Jefferson 
County.  They  are  the  metropolitan  Louisville,  Pond  Creek, 
Beargrass  Creek,  Southwest  and  Mill  Creek.  Three  million  dollars 
is  requested  to  begin  construction  of  the  Pond  Creek  Project, 
$230,000  is  requested  to  complete  the  feasibility  study  and  start 
preconstruction  and  engineering  design  work  on  the  Beargrass 
Creek  Project.  $262,000  is  requested  for  initiating  a  feasibility 
study  on  the  Southwest  Project,  and  $500,000  is  requested  for  a  re- 
connaissance study  of  the  Mill  Creek  Project. 


1293 

Funding  for  these  four  local  protection  projects,  which  will  result 
in  reduced  flooding  for  many  thousands  of  residential  and  commer- 
cial structures  is  critical,  and  I  am  grateful  for  the  committee's  en- 
dorsement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Gordon  Garner,  who  is  the  Executive  Director  of 
the  Louisville  and  Jefferson  County  Metropolitan  Sewer  District, 
which  is  the  local  sponsor  of  these  four  projects  recently  wrote  to 
me  in  support  of  all  four  of  these  projects.  With  your  permission, 
I  would  like  to  have  his  letter  included  in  the  hearing  record. 

Before  closing,  I  want  to  mention,  as  we  were  kind  of  going  down 
Memory  Lane,  that  the  Belvedere  Connector  Project  has  been  com- 
pleted and  a  ceremony  was  held  last  spring  dedicating  it  to  our 
good  friend,  Ron  Mazzoli.  As  a  result  of  this  panel's  strong  support 
over  the  years,  a  comprehensive  redevelopment  of  Louisville's  wa- 
terfront is  taking  shape. 

Congressman  Mazzoli  was  very  proud  on  that  day  as  was  his 
family,  and  as  the  whole  community  was  that  his  work  and  his 
commitment  to  our  community  was  being  recognized  in  this  very 
visible  way.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  that  and  for  all  your  consider- 
ations and  to  wish  Chairman  Myers  and  Mr.  Bevill  well  on  their 
future. 

Two  more  people  made  their  announcements  yesterday,  as  you 
know.  I  am  beginning  to  feel  a  bit  like  Groucho  Marx.  I  am  not 
sure  I  would  want  to  be  a  member  of  a  club  that  would  have  me 
as  a  member,  because  we  keep  losing  the  seasoned  veterans  day 
after  day.  I  want  to  wish  you  both  well.  I  know  I  may  have  the  op- 
portunity of  seeing  you  every  so  often  in  May  every  year.  Thank 
you  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Ward  follows:] 
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on  National  Security 


Congrcgs  of  ttjc  WinMtt  States 
l^ousfe  of  Erpregentatlties 

JBaaSbinBton.  ©C  20515-1703 


STATEMENT  OF  CONGRESSMAN  MIKE  WARD 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

OF  THE 

HOUSE  COMMFTTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

MARCH  5,  1996 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  join  my  colleagues  in  the  Kentucky  Delegation  this  morning  to 
testify  in  support  of  Fiscal  Year  1997  funding  for  important  energy  and  water 
development  projects  in  the  Commonwealth.   I  would  like  to  thank  my  friend  and  a 
Member  of  this  Distinguished  Committee,  Hal  Rogers,  for  reserving  this  time  for  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  devote  my  allotted  time  to  requesting  your  support  for  a 
locks  modernization  project  along  the  Ohio  River  and  for  four  flood  control  projects,  all 
located  in  my  District  in  Louisville  and  Jefferson  County. 

The  McAlpine  Lock  Replacement  Project  involves  the  replacement  of  a  600-foot 
auxiliary  lock  chamber  and  an  inactive  360-foot  lock  chamber  with  a  1,200-foot  lock. 
Upon  completion  of  the  project,  twin  1,200-foot  locks  at  Mc Alpine  will  allow  the 
uninterrupted  flow  of  tow  traffic  along  the  increasingly  busy  Ohio  River  at  Louisville. 

Pre-construction  and  engineering  design  work  has  been  completed  at  McAlpine. 
An  appropriation  of  $8.5  million  for  Fiscal  Year  1997,  will  permit  the  initiation  of 
construction.   1  greatly  appreciate  the  Committee's  continued  support  for  this  vital 
project. 

The  four  flood  control  projects  in  Louisville  and  Jefferson  County  are: 
Metropolitan  Louisville,  Pond  Creek;  Metropolitan  Louisville,  Beargrass  Creek; 
Metropolitan  Louisville,  Southwest;  and.  Metropolitan  Louisville,  Mill  Creek. 
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$3  million  is  rrqiirsled  lu  hogiii  const  nii'litni  on  Ihr  I'oiid  Crtt'k  projivl,  $23U,(NIO 
is  rrquosird  to  coniplrtr  Ihr  ffasibilitv  stiidv  and  to  sliirl  pro-construction  ;nid 
rn^incering  design  work  on  the  Bcargravs  Creek  project.  $262,0(10  is  requested  Tor 
initiating  a  feasibility  study  on  the  Southwest  project,  and  $500,000  is  requested  Tor  a 
reconnaissance  study  for  the  Mill  Creek  project. 

Funding  for  these  four  local  protection  projects,  which  will  residt  in  reduced 
flooding  for  many  residential  and  commercial  structures.  Ls  critical  and  I  am  grateful 
for  the  Conimittcv*!!  cndonsenicnt. 

Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Gordon  K.  Garner.  Executive  Director  of  the  l>ouisville  and 
Jefferson  County  Metropolitan  Sewer  District,  the  local  sponsor  of  the  projects,  recently 
wrote  to  me  in  support  of  all  of  the  funding  requests.    With  your  permission.  I  would 
like  to  have  Mr.  Garner's  letter  included  in  the  hearing  record. 

Before  closing.  I  would  like  to  inform  you  that  the  Belvedere  Connector  Project 
in  Louisville  has  been  completed  and  a  ceremony  was  held  last  spring  dedicating  it  to 
our  friend.  Ron  Mazzoli.    As  a  result  of  this  panel's  strong  support  over  the  years,  a 
comprehensive  development  of  Louisville's  waterfront  is  taking  shape.    On  behalf  of 
Louisville  residents  and  those  who  visit  our  community,  thank  you  for  all  your 
assistance. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  each  of  you  on  the  very  important  bill  crafted  by 
this  panel. 
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February  9, 1996 


The  Honorable  Mike  Ward 

1032  Longworth  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515-1703 


\/)^^ 


Dear  Congressman  Ward: 

I  am  writing  to  ask  your  support  for  MSD's  priority  flood  control  projects  in  the  Fiscal 
■  Year  1997  appropriations  bill  for  the  Corps  of  Engineer's  budget.  As  you  know  three  of 
these  projects  -  Pond  Creek,  Beargrass  Creek  and  Southwest  Louisville  -  are 
continuations  from  previous  fiscal  years.  In  addition,  MSD  would  like  to  initiate  a 
reconnaissance  study  of  the  Mill  Creek  watershed  which  is  located  in  southwest  Jefferson 
County.  The  Mill  Creek  Reconnaissance  Study  is  needed  as  approximately  3,300  homes 
or  businesses  are  susceptible  to  flooding  in  this  watershed.  I  have  attached  brief 
descriptions  of  all  four  projects. 

These  flood  control  projects  have  been  developed  in  coordination  with  the  Louisville 
District  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  we  have  theu:  complete  support.  Completion  of 
these  projects  is  of  great  environmental  and  economic  significance  to  the  city  and  county 
residents  who  are  affected  by  flooding  and  drainage  related  problems.  Our  appropriations 
requests  are  as  follows: 


Project  Name 

1)  Pond  Creek 

2)  Beargrass  Creek 


FY  97  Funding  Request 

$  3,000,000 
$     230,000 


3)  Southwest  Louisville 

Study 

4)  Mill  Creek  Study 


262,000 


$     500,000 


Project  Description 

To  initiate  construction.     • 

$80,000  is  needed  to  complete  the 
feasibility  smdy  and  $150,000  is 
needed  to  initiate  Preconstruction 
Engineering  and  Design  (PED) 

To  initiate  the  Feasibility  Study 
To  initiate  a  Reconnaissance  Study 


Louisville  and  JclTorMiii  Coiiniy  Moirop»ilium  Sower  Disirict 

700  Wcsl  Liberty  Street  Louisville.  Koimicky  40;0.Vl<)H  SO^-S^O-bCXX) 

P.O   Bo\  74IX)1I  LouisMlle.  K^nuiv.k\  40:01-7411 
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The  Honorable  Mike  Ward 
February  9,  1996 
Page  2 


We  are  also  very  interested  in  seeing  that  a  Water  Resources  Development  Act  bill  be 
passed  this  year  as  the  authorization  for  Corps  projects  is  an  important  part  of 
maintaining  the  federal/local  partnership  that  exists  between  and  MSD  and  the  Corps.  In 
particular,  we  are  very  interested  in  seeing  that  our  Pond  Creek,  Kentucky  project  is 
authorized  this  year. 

As  always,  I  would  be  happy  to  provide  any  details  on  the  above  projects  or  brief  your 
Staff  at  their  convenience. 

Sincerely, 


Gordon  R.  Gamer,  PE 
Executive  Director 

RFS,  -/ 

coefijind3.doc 

Enclosure 

cc:  The  Honorable  Mitch  McConnell 
The  Honorable  Wendell  Ford 
Colonel  Grieco,  Louisville  District  Corps  of  Engineers 
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Pond  Creek  Flood  Protection  Project 

Funding  Request:      FY  97  $3,000,000 
Project  Stage:  Construction 

The  Pond  Creek  project  has  been  identified  as  one  of  the  most  cost  effective  Corps  of 
Engineers  projects  with  a  benefit  to  cost  ratio  of  2.6.  "Riis  project  is  a  continuation  of 
ongoing  efforts  of  the  Corps  and  MSD  to  reduce  the  serious,  widespread  flooding  . 
problems  in  southern  Jefferson  County.  Nearly  16.5  square  miles  or  18.5%  of  this 
.  watershed  is  in  the  floodplain  with  nearly  1 3,000  residential,  conmiercial  or  industrial    . 
structures  subject  to  flooding.  The  Preconstruction  Engineering  and  Design  (PED)  phase 

•  is  schediiled  to  be  completed  in  FY  96.  The  project  will  include  two  major  detention 
basins,  several  miles  of  stream  channel  improvements  and  a  wetland  restoration  area. 
The  project  is  estimated  to  cost  approximately  $16,000,000  with  the  federal  share  being 
approximately  70%  with  MSD  paying  the  remaining  30%.  Congress  approved  $300,000 
in  FY  96  for  this  project  for  completion  of  PED. 

Beargrass  Creek  Flood  Protection  Project 

JFunding  Request:      FY  97  $230,000 

•  Project  Stage:  Feasibility  Study/ PED  ,    - 

This  project  is  also  a  continuation  of  an  ongoing  effort  of  the  Corps  and  MSD.  The    . 
fonding  request  includes  $80,000  to  complete  the  current  Feasibility  Study  phase  and 
$150,000  to  iiiitiate  PED.  The  Feasibility  Study  is  cost  shared  50/50  with  MSD 
providing  the  local  match.  The  PED  cost  will  also  be  cost  shared  with  the  local  share 
being  determined  at  the  conclusion  of  the  Feasibility  phase  (no  less  than  25%  local). . 
Approximately  2.5  square  miles  or  9%  of  the  w^ershed  is  located  in  the  floodplain  and 
approximately  2,000  residential,  conmiercial  or  industrial  structures  are  subject  to 
flooding.  The  Feasibility  smdy  is  evaluating  the  potential  for  constructing  several  large 
detention  basiiis.  Total  cost  will  be  determined  at  the  completion  of  this  study.  Congress 
approved  $270,000  in  FY  96  for  this  project. 

Metropolitan  Louisville  Southwest  Flood  Protection  Project 

Funding  Request:      FY  97  $262,000 

Project  Stage:  Feasibility  -  .   "' 

This  is  another  ongoing  Corps/MSD  project.  A  Reconnaissance  Study  for  the  southwest 
portion  of  the  City  of  Louisville  is  nearing  completion.  This  study  is  funded  fiilly  by 
federal  funds  and  will  determine  the  cost  effectiveness  and  federal  interest  in  reducing 
flooding  to  the  nearly  10,000  homes  and  businesses  which  have  been  identified  as  being- 
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vulnerable  to  flooding.  These  properties,  although  protected  from  Ohio  River  flooding 
by  the  existing  flood  protection  system  are.  subject  to  flooding  from  interior  streams  and 
drainage  systems^  The  study  is  evaluating  the  possibility  of  constructing  several  large 
detention  basins,  modifications  to  the  existing  flood  pumping  facilities  and  non-structural 
solutions  such  as  floodproofing  of  structures.  In  FY  96,  $100,000  was  appropriated  for 
the  initiation  of  the  Feasibility  Study  phase,  however  these  fluids  were  not  spent.  The 
requested  funding  assumes  a  start  of  the  Feasibility  Study  at  the  very  beginning  of  FY  97. 

Metropolitan  Louisville  Mill  Creek 

Funding  Request:'     FY  97  $500,000 
Project  Stage:    .        Reconnaissance  Study 

This  project  would  be  a  new  effort  which  would  be  funded  1 00%  with  federal  funds.  The 
Mill  Creek  watershed,  located  in  southwest  Jefferson  County  is  protected  from  flooding 
of  the  Ohio  River  by  the  Southwest  Jefferson  County  Flood  Protection  System  which  was 
completed  in  the  late  1980's,  but  nearly  3,300  homes  and  businesses  are  still  subject  to 
flooding  from  the  local  streams.  Approximately  3.5  square  miles,  over  10%,  of  the 
watershed  is  located  within  the  floodplain.  The  Reconnaissance  study  would  evaluate  the 
cost  effectiveness  and  federal  interest  in  solutions  to  the  flooding  problems.  The 
Louisville  District  of  the  Corps  has  the  capability  to  perform  this  work  and  fiilly  supports 
this  initiative.  . 


coefund2.doc 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
KENTUCKY  PROJECTS 
WITNESS 

HON.  ED  WHITFIELD,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  KENTUCKY 

Mr.  Rogers.  Perhaps,  the  Chairman  needs  to  go  to  Louisville  to 
look  that  project  over  about  the  first  of  May  or  so. 

Mr.  Ward.  The  first  weekend  is  pretty  open  for  us  so  we  will  look 
to  see  you  there. 

Mr.  Rogers.  Mr.  Whitfield. 

Mr.  Whitfield.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations. 
I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  you  today  in  support  of  the  fiscal 
year  1997  requests  for  the  Civil  Works  Program  of  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers. 

I  would  also  add,  Mr.  Bevill  and  Mr.  Myers,  that  we  will  miss 
you  here  in  the  halls  of  Congress.  The  leadership  you  have  pro- 
vided through  the  years  has  been  much  appreciated.  While  this  is 
my  second  time  to  testify  before  you,  when  I  was  with  CSX  Cor- 
poration I  had  the  opportunity  to  meet  both  of  you  and  work  with 
you  and  always  admired  and  respected  your  leadership,  and  we 
wish  you  well  in  future  endeavors. 

I  want  to  extend  special  thanks  to  Congressman  Hal  Rogers  who 
made  the  necessary  arrangements  for  us  to  testify.  It  must  be  dif- 
ficult for  you  all  to  have  all  these  States  coming  in,  everyone  want- 
ing projects  at  the  same  time  we  are  trying  to  balance  the  budget 
and  restore  the  financial  integrity  of  the  country.  I  am  glad  you 
have  this  chore  instead  of  me. 

The  lack  of  an  administration  budget  request  has  made  it  un- 
clear as  to  what  the  overall  funding  requirements  for  the  Civil 
Works  Program  of  the  Corps  will  be  for  fiscal  year  1997.  However, 
several  projects  of  major  importance  for  navigation  are  clearly  de- 
fined in  project  studies  and  reports,  and  I  anticipate  they  will  be 
included  in  the  President's  budget. 

The  most  vital  is  $3  million  for  the  Kentucky  lock  addition.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  feasibility  study  completed  in  1992  determined 
that  the  current  chamber  at  Kentucky  lock  is  too  small  to  handle 
a  modern  15-barge  tow  and  results  in  one  of  the  highest  transit 
times  in  the  inland  waterway  system.  Further,  major  maintenance 
on  the  existing  lock  will  cause  delays  that  could  exceed  150  hours 
and  cost  up  to  $250  billion  to  the  barge  industry  by  the  year  2009 
and  2010  alone.  Their  recommendation  is  the  addition  of  a  new 
110-foot  by  1,200-foot  lock.  The  current  cost  of  the  project  is  $395 
million,  with  a  benefit  to  cost  ratio  of  2.4  to  1. 

The  fiscal  year  1994,  1995  and  1996  Energy  and  Water  Develop- 
ment Appropriation  Act  included  2  million  for  design  activities  and 
geotechnical  exploration  itself.  I  cannot  overstate  the  importance  of 
this  project  to  the  inland  waterway  system  from  Pennsylvania  all 
the  way  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  The  fiscal  year  1997  appropriation 
will  be  used  to  continue  subsurface  exploration  and  start  the  relo- 
cation design  memorandum. 
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With  regard  to  other  fiscal  year  1997  funding,  it  is  my  belief  that 
the  budget  request  for  the  Corps  will  also  include  $80  million  for 
the  Olmsted  Lock  and  Dam  Project,  $500,000  for  the  Elvis  Stahr 
Harbor;  $2.5  million  for  channel  improvement  and  maintenance  on 
the  Mississippi  River,  and  $7  million  for  the  Ohio  River  main- 
stream study  that  will  focus  on  the  Uniontown  Lock  and  Dam. 

While  I  don't  have  a  clear  understanding  of  the  overall  study, 
construction  and  operation  and  maintenance  cost  due  to  the  lack  of 
the  administration  budget,  I  do  believe  that  the  request  will  exceed 
last  year's  figure  of  $21.2  million  and  will  include  a  total  of  14 
separateprojects,  which  I  will  not  name,  but  they  are  in  my  testi- 
mony. 

In  addition  to  those  14  projects,  I  would  like  for  the  committee 
to  consider  a  request  that  I  do  not  believe  will  be  included  in  the 
administration's  budget.  I  would  ask  for  funding  for  a  full-scale  re- 
assessment of  the  condition  of  the  Paducah,  Kentucky  Flood  Pre- 
vention Project.  The  Paducah  Flood  Damage  Prevention  Project 
was  constructed  by  the  Corps  between  1939  and  1950  and  while 
the  city  has  diligently  operated  and  maintained  this  project,  some 
project  features  are  over  50  years  old  and  reaching  the  end  of  their 
useful  life. 

Recent  flooding  on  both  the  Mississippi  and  Ohio  Rivers  have  re- 
minded us  of  the  importance  of  assuring  that  these  projects  con- 
tinue to  protect  the  people  and  property  they  were  designed  to  pro- 
tect. That  is  why  I  am  requesting  $400,000  for  the  Corps  to  com- 
plete a  full  condition  analysis  and  evaluation  of  this  project  to  iden- 
tify whether  major  project  components  and  features  are  capable  of 
providing  continued  protection. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  add  my  support  for  the  budget  request 
for  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  and  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission.  And  when  I  talk  about  TVA,  I  am  not  talking  about 
the  power  side.  I  specifically  want  to  take  a  minute  to  talk  about 
the  area  called  Land  Between  The  Lakes,  which  is  operated  by  the 
TVA  nonpower  side.  That  property  was  condemned  eminent  do- 
main authority — when  President  Kennedy  was  the  Chief  Executive 
Officer.  Eight  hundred  families  in  my  district  were  forcibly  re- 
moved from  the  property.  They  did  not  want  to  leave.  Many  resent 
the  fact  that  Federal  marshals  handcuffed  them  and  forcibly  re- 
moved them  from  this  property. 

Each  year,  the  amount  of  money  for  the  LBL  project  has  contin- 
ued to  decrease  and  we  have  170,000  acres  there,  and  it  is  much 
like  a  national  forest.  It  is  wildlife  on  this  land.  There  is  no  com- 
mercial development  on  this  land.  I  think  that  the  fact  that  the 
Federal  Government  forcibly  removed  families  from  this  property 
that  the  Federal  Government  has  a  responsibility  to  maintain  it. 

The  LBL  budget  last  year  for  this  170,000  acres  was  only  $6  mil- 
lion. I  would  simply  urge  the  committee  as  they  review  that  this 
year  to  realize  that  the  Federal  Government  has  a  tremendous  re- 
sponsibility and  this  is  totally  separate  from  the  TVA  that  we  nor- 
mally think  of. 

I  appreciate  your  consideration  of  that,  and  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  committee,  let  me  thank  you  again  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  address  the  subcommittee,  and  I  appreciate  it  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Whitfield  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  U.S.  REP.  ED  WHITFIELD 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  &  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS 

MARCH  5,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and 
Water  Development  Appropriations,  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  you 
today  in  support  of  the  FY  1997  requests  for  the  Civil  Works 
Program  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  Although  the 
Administration  has  not  released  the  FY  1997  budget  request,  it  is 
my  understanding  it  will  contain  funding  for  a  number  of  flood 
control,  navigation,  and  multi-purpose  projects  throughout  my 
District  and  the  entire  state  of  Kentucky. 

I  want  to  extend  my  special  thanks  to  Congressman  Hal  Rogers, 
a  distinguished  member  of  the  Subcommittee,  who  made  the  necessary 
arrangements  for  members  of  the  Kentucky  delegation  to  testify.  I 
would  also  like  to  add  a  special  thank  you  to  Chairman  Myers  and 
Mr.  Bevil  for  your  leadership.  Following  your  retirement,  your 
expertise  will  be  missed. 

The  lack  of  an  Administration  Budget  request  has  made  it 
unclear  as  to  what  the  overall  funding  requirements  for  the  Civil 
Works  Program  of  the  Corps  will  be  for  FY  1997.  However,  several 
projects  of  major  importance  for  navigation  in  my  District  are 
clearly  defined  in  project  studies  and  reports,  and  I  anticipate 
they  will  be  included  in  the  President's  budget.  The  most  vital  is 
$3  million  for  the  Kentucky  Lock  Addition. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  feasibility  study  completed  in  1992 
determined  that  the  current  chamber  at  Kentucky  Lock  is  too  small 
to  handle  a  modern  15 -barge  tow  and  results  in  one  of  the  highest 
transit  times  in  the  inland  waterways.  Further,  major  maintenance 
on  the  existing  lock  will  cause  delays  that  could  exceed  150  hours 
and  cost  up  to  $250  million  to  the  barge  industry  in  2009  &  2010 
alone.  Their  recommendation  is  the  addition  of  a  new  llO  ft.  by 
1200  ft.  lock.  The  current  cost  of  the  project  is  $395  million 
with  a  benefit  to  cost  ratio  of  2.4  to  1.  The  FY94,  FY95,  and  FY96 
Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Acts  included  $2 
million  for  design  activities  and  geotechnical  explorations. 

I  cannot  overstate  the  importance  of  this  project  to  the 
inland  waterways  from  Pennsylvania  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  The  FY97 
appropriations  will  be  used  to  continue  sub- surface  exploration  and 
start  ^he  ..Relocation  Design  Memorandum. 

With  regard  to  other  FY  1997  funding,  it  is  my  belief  that  the 
budget  request  for  the  Corps  will  include  $80  million  for  the 
Olmsted  Lock  and  Dam  project;  $500,000  for  Elvis  Stahr  Harbor; 
$2.5  million  for  channel  improvement  and  maintenance  on  the 
Mississippi  River;  and  $7  million  for  the  Ohio  River  Main  Stream 
study  that  will  focus  on  the  Uniontown  Lock  and  Dam. 
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I  do  not  have  a  clear  picture  of  overall  Study,  Construction, 
and  Operation  and  Maintenance  costs  due  to  the  lack  of  an 
administration  budget.  However,  I  believe  the  requests  will  exceed 
last  year's  figure  of  $21.2  million  and  will  include  a  total  of  14 
projects.  The  projects  are  Barley  Dam  and  Lake,  Olmsted  Lock  and 
Dam,  Cumberland  River  Maintenance,  Tennessee  River  Maintenance, 
Kentucky  Lock,  Ohio  River  Mainstream  Study,  Green  River 
Maintenance,  Barren  River  Maintenance,  Elvis  Stahr  Harbor,  Ohio 
River  Locks  and  Dams,  Ohio  River  Channel  Work,  Mirsissippi  River 
Levees  and  Channel  Dredging,   and  Lake  No.  9  Pumping  Plant. 

In  addition  to  these  requests,  I  would  like  for  the  Committee 
to  consider  a  request  that  I  do  not  believe  will  be  included  in  the 
Administration's  budget.  I  would  ask  for  funding  for  a  full  scale 
reassessment  of  the  condition  of  the  Paducah,  Kentucky  flood 
prevention  project. 

The  Paducah  flood  damage  prevention  project  was  constructed  by 
the  Corps  between  1939  and  1950,  and  while  the  city  has  diligently 
operated  and  maintained  this  project,  some  project  features  are 
over  50  years  old  and  reaching  the  end  of  their  useful  design  life. 
Recent  flooding  on  both  the  Mississippi  and  Ohio  Rivers  have 
reminded  us  of  the  importance  of  assuring  that  these  projects 
continue  to  protect  the  people  and  property  they  were  designed  to 
protect . 

That  is  why  I  am  requesting  $400,000  for  the  Corps  to  complete 
a  full  condition  analysis  and  evaluation  of  this  project  to 
identify  whether  major  project  components  and  features  are  capable 
of  providing  continued  protection.  Both  age  and  changed  conditions 
will  be  evaluated  and  recommendations  for  costs  and  priorities  for 
updating,  replacing  and  modifying  major  project  features  and 
components  will  be  provided. 

In  closing  I  would  like  to  add  my  support  for  the  budget 
request  for  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  and  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission. 

The  TVA  serves  seven  states,  providing  power,  conducting 
environmental  research,  assisting  in  economic  development,  and 
managing  water  and  land  conservation  programs.  Their  request  for 
$115  million  includes  funds  for  Kentucky's  largest  tourist 
attraction  --  Land  Between  the  Lakes.  The  ARC  request  will 
continue  to  provide  a  multitude  of  services  to  aid  some  of  our  most 
distressed  communities. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  let  me  thank  you 
again  for  the  opportunity  to  address  the  Subcommittee. 


1304 

Mr.  Rogers.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  close  our  presentation,  and  let 
me  again  say  thank  you  for  giving  us  this  very  valuable  time  of  the 
subcommittee.  We  appreciate  that  great  tradition  that  the  commit- 
tee has  upheld  over  the  years  to  allow  us  to  do  that. 

Let  me  mention  a  couple  of  other  things  briefly.  One,  the  Sub- 
committee has  been  very  supportive  of  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  over  the  years  and  especially  last  year.  When  the 
going  was  tough  and  the  money  was  extremely  tight,  you  still 
found  monies  to  help  that  13-State  region  of  poverty  stricken  areas 
to  help  themselves. 

I  know  how  much  the  folks  in  that  region  appreciate  the  work 
of  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill,  and  all  the  other  members 
of  the  subcommittee  for  the  support  of  that  region.  That  is  an  ongo- 
ing effort  and  still  needs  our  support.  All  of  my  district  is  in  the 
Appalachian  region,  some  of  it  worse  than  other  parts  of  it.  But 
those  most  distressed  counties  are  still  in  desperate  need  of  help 
because  the  State  is  not  capable  of  spending  the  kinds  of  money 
that  has  to  be  spent  to  cut  roads  through  solid  rock  at  a  45-degree 
plain  in  rough  terrain,  for  example,  and  for  sewage  and  water 
lines.  So  we  appreciate  your  help  over  the  years  in  support  of  the 
ARC. 

Finally,  it  is  awfully  hard  to  say  good-bye  to  friends.  I  know  the 
members  of  this  subcommittee  and  the  members  of  our  delegation 
are  personal  friends,  and,  although  we  will  be  seeing  you  from  time 
to  time  when  your  tenure  here  is  over,  it  will  be  very  difficult  to 
not  see  you  every  day.  We  have  grown  accustomed  to  your  faces. 
So  we  are  going  to  miss  you  in  your  daily  lives  and  we  will  miss 
your  spouses,  Carrol  and  Lou.  We  have  had  a  lot  of  good  times  and 
friendships  together.  Those  friendships  I  will  treasure  as  long  as  I 
have  the  capability. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr,  Bevill.  If  I  could  take  10  seconds,  I  want  to  commend  Chair- 
man Rogers  for  the  leadership  that  he  has  exhibited  as  Chairman 
especially  in  the  last  session,  and  for  this  program.  The  Chairman 
and  I  just  left  the  ARC  annual  meeting  with  the  largest  turnout 
ever,  I  understand.  We  sometimes  forget  what  all  this  program  has 
accomplished. 

As  you  know,  Congress  passed  it  to  give  those  Appalachian  areas 
of  the  country  an  equal  opportunity  to  catch  up  with  the  rest  of  the 
country  on  industrial  development,  health  and  education,  and  it  is 
certainly  doing  that.  For  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  ARC,  we 
have  some  type  of  health  care  within  30  minutes  of  citizens  in  the 
area;  first  time  in  history.  Over  700  industrial  parks  creating  jobs, 
and  we  could  go  on  and  on.  It  is  a  program  that  has  made  a  great 
difference  and  has  helped  so  many  people  come  out  of  poverty. 

Mr.  Rogers.  I  know  this  morning  at  the  breakfast  of  the  annual 
meeting  of  the  ARC,  Chairman  John  Myers  and  Ranking  Member 
Tom  Bevill  were  honored  by  the  ARC  for  the  genuine  commitment 
you  have  made  over  the  years  to  this  organization  and  the  tremen- 
dous amount  of  help  that  you  have  made  possible  from  the  ARC. 
I  want  to  add  our  delegation's  thanks  to  the  two  of  you  for  that 
work  as  well. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Thank  you  each  for  a  fine  presentation. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Next,  our  colleagues  Congressman  Frost,  Ms.  Jack- 
son-Lee with  the  Trinity  Improvement  Association.  Your  state- 
ments will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you  may  proceed  for  the 
next  half-hour. 

Mr.  Frost.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  certainly  do  not  intend 
to  take  all  that  time,  though  the  group  will  want  to  be  heard.  I 
know  my  colleague 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  won  half  the  battle  just  then. 

Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  your 
subcommittee  this  morning  with  members  of  the  Trinity  Improve- 
ment Association.  I  have  testified  with  them  every  year  for  the  last 
18  years  and  have  monitored  the  progress  of  their  projects  in  the 
north  Texas  area.  You  will  be  hearing  from  a  number  of  the  Asso- 
ciation's representatives  this  morning,  and  I  urge  you  to  give  their 
request  full  consideration. 

As  some  of  you  know  from  previous  years,  I  support  all  of  the  As- 
sociation's water  supply  and  flood  control  projects  in  Texas.  I  have 
particular  interest  in  the  Upper  Trinity  River  Basin,  a  feasibility 
flood  study  along  the  Elm  and  West  Forks  of  the  Trinity  in  Tarrant 
and  Dallas  Counties. 

As  many  of  you  know,  spring  in  Texas  typically  brings  flooding. 
For  this  reason  it  is  extremely  important  to  continue  the  funding 
for  this  study.  I  understand  that  the  Corps  has  requested  an  exten- 
sion of  the  project  in  order  to  complete  studies  for  individual  cities. 
I  support  this  request  and  urge  that  adequate  funding  be  appro- 
priated this  year.  I  also  want  to  mention  my  support  of  funding  for 
the  Dallas  Floodway  Extension  Project,  which  is  sponsored  by  the 
City  of  Dallas. 

In  years  past,  I  have  also  spoken  of  the  Joe  Pool  Lake  Project, 
a  Corps  of  Engineers  multipurpose  project.  The  recreational  compo- 
nent is  complete,  and  I  support  the  administration's  request  of 
funding,  which  will  probably  be  around  $800,000,  for  operation  and 
maintenance  of  this  project. 

I  also  want  to  briefly  mention  the  administration's  decision  to 
abandon  its  proposal  to  eliminate  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  local 
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projects  role  and  focus  the  Corps  on  water  projects  that  provide 
only  national  projects.  This  was  a  misguided  proposal,  and  I  am  ex- 
tremely pleased  that  the  administration  has  now  recognized  this. 

Thank  you  again  for  all  your  support  for  Texas  water  projects  in 
the  past,  and  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in  the  future. 

My  colleague,  Ms.  Lee. 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee.  Thank  you,  Mr,  Chairman  and  Ranking  Mem- 
ber Bevill,  Obviously  my  colleague  and  I  are  in  tandem.  He  is  north 
and  I  am  coming  now  for  the  deep  south  in  Texas. 

Mr.  Myers.  Is  he  a  Texas  Yankee? 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee.  He  would  refute  that,  but  we  are  working  to- 
gether. 

Mr.  Frost.  Some  people  refer  to  it  as  Baja  Oklahoma,  you  know. 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee.  Today,  we  are  together  and  simply  to  thank 
you  for  your  long-standing  support  and  be  able  to  say  to  you  that 
I  have  come  to  talk  about  this  project  ever  since  I  have  been  in 
Congress,  so  I  did  it  last  year,  and  this  is  my  second  time  around. 
And  I  am  delighted  to  do  so  and  be  joined  by  Fred  Perrenot,  who 
is  representing  the  City  of  Houston.  I  hope  that  we  can  gather  yoiu* 
support  for  this  project  again,  realizing  the  many  challenges  that 
you  will  face,  and  I  am  gratified  for  help,  but  also  the  witnesses 
that  will  appear  from  Texas. 

The  Wallisville  Project  is  extremely  important  to  the  residents  of 
the  City  of  Houston  and  the  Texas  Gulf  Coast  area  because  it  will 
help  to  provide  quality  drinking  water  to  approximately  four  mil- 
lion people  and  help  prevent  saltwater  intrusion  into  nearby  Lake 
Livingston.  Over  the  last  few  years,  this  project  has  received  sig- 
nificant funding  from  the  Federal  Government,  especially  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

In  the  fiscal  year  1996  energy  appropriations  bill,  the  project  re- 
ceived $5  million.  The  Wallisville  project  managers  are  requesting 
$15  milUon  for  fiscal  year  1997  to  help  bring  the  project  to  comple- 
tion. I  strongly  urge  in  these  difficult  times,  however,  the  Appro- 
priations Committee  to  recommend  funding  for  this  project  in  the 
amount  of  $15  milUon.  The  reasons  are  several. 

One,  the  project  has  reached  a  critical  stage  and  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  estimates  that  delays  or  interruptions  in  completing 
the  project  will  cost  us  $100,000  per  month.  I  think  with  our  own 
internal  analysis,  as  we  look  to  Reinvent  Government  and  be  fis- 
cally responsible,  this  investment  is  well  placed. 

Moreover,  without  the  saltwater  barrier,  the  existing  water  sup- 
ply would  be  exhausted  by  the  year  2010.  If  there  has  ever  been 
a  discussion  that  has  gathered  the  interest  of  San  Antonio  and 
Houston  and  parts  to  the  east,  it  has  been  this  question  of  drinking 
water.  When  this  project  is  fully  operational  260  million  gallons  of 
water  per  day  would  be  available  to  various  communities  in  Texas 
and  to  numerous  municipal  utilities. 

The  residents  of  the  Greater  Houston  area  support  the 
Wallisville  Project  and  have  given  considerable  input  over  the 
years  to  satisfy  any  environmental  concerns.  Particularly  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  come  to  you  as  a  former  city  coimcil  member  so  I  have 
lived  with  this  question  longer  than  I  might  want  to  remembe»y 
and  there  were  considerable  tensions  aroimd  this  issue.  I  am  grati- 
fied to  be  able  to  say  today  that  we  have  come  to  a  point  of  una- 
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nimity  that  is  striking.  We  have  responded  and  worked  very  diH- 
gently  with  environmental  interests,  but  more  importantly,  been 
able  to  address  concerns  from  all  of  the  community  members  and 
have  gotten  widespread  support  for  the  project. 

I  might  add  that  there  was  concern  about  marine  fishery  and  in 
the  wisdom  of  the  parties  involved,  they  have  set  aside  some  15,000 
acres  to  preserve  that.  I  think  that  is  a  statement  and  a  testament 
to  the  real  commitment  to  making  this  project  work  so  that  the 
monies  will  be  well  utilized  and  we  won't  have  to  worry  about  dis- 
agreements. We  are  all  moving  on  the  same  page. 

The  local  governing  authorities  such  as  the  Trinity  Valley  Au- 
thority, the  City  of  Houston  and  the  Harris  and  Galveston  County 
Coastal  District  have  contributed  a  significant  amount  of  local 
funds,  66  percent  of  the  total  amount  toward  the  Wallisville  Salt- 
water Barrier  and  Lake  Livingston  Reservoir  Projects.  This  facility 
will  help  us  to  attract  businesses  and  to  foster  economic  develop- 
ment in  the  Texas  Gulf  Coast  area. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  I  S5nTipathize  with  the  difficult  task 
that  you  have  in  determining  spending  priorities  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997.  The  Wallisville  Saltwater  Barrier  Project  is  critical  to  the 
Texas  Gulf  Coast  area.  There  are  few  issues  that  are  more  central 
to  the  quality  of  life  than  clean  drinking  water.  So  I  respectfully 
ask  that  you  carefully  review  this  project  and  recommend  funding 
in  the  amount  of  $15  million  in  the  fiscal  year  1997  energy  appro- 
priations bill,  and  can  assuredly  say  that  with  the  vast  amount  of 
support  that  we  now  have,  those  dollars  will  be  well  spent  and  cer- 
tainly will  be  well  spread,  if  you  will,  by  generating  the  amount  of 
dollars  well  invested  in  water  and  allow  us  to  look  into  the  future 
with  respect  to  the  quality  of  life  in  that  area. 

I  yield  back  any  time  that  I  might  have  and  thank  the  Chairman 
and  the  committee  for  their  time. 

Mr.  Frost.  We  have  a  representative,  Morris  Rice,  from  the  Trin- 
ity River  Improvement  Association. 

Mr.  Rice.  I  will  carry  on,  if  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  Morris 
Rice,  I  am  Secretary  of  the  Trinity  Improvement  Association.  I  am 
serving  as  the  spokesman  who  will  go  into  more  detail.  Our  two 
representatives,  Mr.  Frost  and  Ms.  Lee  have  done  an  excellent  job 
of  giving  us  an  overview. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statements  will  be  placed  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  Rice.  We  will  summarize  what  we  have  to  say.  You,  like  our- 
selves, are  aware  of  the  importance  of  the  water  resources.  I  won't 
belabor  that  point  anymore.  We  support  funding  of  projects  in  the 
Trinity  River  Basin  at  the  levels  which  will  be  expressed  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  for  1997.  Of  course  we  haven't  seen  those  yet. 

We  urge  this  committee  to  provide  the  leadership  that  will  be 
necessary  to  revise  cost-sharing  rules  of  the  current  Civil  Works 
Program  to  realistically  evaluate  the  benefits  along  with  each  local 
sponsor's  ability  to  pay.  Our  testimony  contains  a  complete  list  of 
our  delegation  and  I  would  like  to  call  on  a  few  members  to  make 
a  statement  on  projects  in  their  particular  area.  The  first  is  Mr. 
David  Jenkins  sitting  here  to  my  left. 

Mr.  Jenkins.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  David  Jenkins. 
I  am  a  rice  farmer  from  Stowell,  Texas,  and  I  am  president  of  the 
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Trinity  River  Authority  of  the  State  of  Texas,  the  president  of  the 
board  of  directors.  I  will  summarize  what  will  be  entered  into  the 
record. 

Construction  on  the  Wallisville  Project  after  18  years  of  delay 
was  resumed  in  1991  with  an  appropriation  of  $5  million.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  was  able  to  award  the  last  major  construction 
contract  in  December  1995.  As  one  of  the  three  local  sponsors,  TRA 
urges  the  committee  to  fund  the  Corps'  spending  capability  for  fis- 
cal year  1997,  which  is  estimated  to  be  between  $13  to  $15  million. 

The  Wallisville  Project  will  provide  protection  from  saltwater  in- 
trusion for  the  rice  industry  in  Liberty  and  Chambers  and  Harris 
Counties.  With  the  completion  of  Wallisville,  TRA  and  the  city  of 
Houston  will  also  be  able  to  complete  a  long-term  water  project 
that  will  benefit  the  citizens  of  the  Lower  Trinity  River  and  the 
Greater  Houston  area.  When  the  city  of  Houston  and  TRA  con- 
tracted to  construct  Lake  Livingston  and  Wallisville  in  1964,  the 
intent  was  for  the  2  projects  to  function  as  integral  units  of  a  sys- 
tem of  operation  for  the  purpose  of  maximizing  water  5delds.  TRA 
and  Houston  have  expended  over  $200  million  to  complete  their 
part. 

TRA  supports  the  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  oper- 
ations and  maintenance  funds  necessary  to  maintain  operations  for 
Federal  water  projects  within  the  Trinity  River  Basin.  The  Trinity 
River  Authority  of  Texas  thanks  the  committee  for  the  opportunity 
to  testify  for  the  improvements  that  the  Federal  Government  has 
aided  in  watershed  over  the  years.  The  Federal  appropriations  for 
water  projects  to  the  Trinity  River  Basin  remains  one  of  the  best 
investments  ever  made.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Rice.  Our  next  statement  will  be  made  by  Gary  Skaggs. 

Mr.  Skaggs.  I  am  Gary  Skaggs,  chairman  of  the  Trinity  River 
Steering  Committee.  At  the  North  Central  Texas  Council  of  Gov- 
ernments on  behalf  of  the  nine  cities,  three  counties  and  2  special 
districts  participating  in  the  Upper  Trinity  River  Feasibility  Study, 
the  Nation's  largest  cost-shared  interjurisdictional  study,  I  thank 
you  for  the  opportunity  to  address  the  committee  during  your  delib- 
erations on  the  fiscal  year  1997  Federal  appropriations. 

We  appreciate  the  long-term  Federal  commitment  demonstrated 
in  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Upper  Trinity  River  Feasibil- 
ity Study  appropriation  since  1990.  Since  my  full  remarks  have 
been  submitted  to  the  record  I  will  summarize  our  interest  for  this 
year's  consideration. 

The  feasibility  study  has  projected  that  a  model  storm  would 
cause  over  22,000  homes  and  over  141  million  square  feet  of  com- 
mercial and  industrial  property  to  be  flooded.  Since  the  initiation 
of  the  feasibility  study  in  1990,  the  local  participants,  together  with 
the  Texas  Water  Development  Board,  have  contributed  $4  million 
to  produce  a  variety  of  products  and  policies  to  manage  and  mini- 
mize flood  impact  and  identify  alternative  solutions  to  achieve  a 
S£ife,  clean,  natural,  enjoyable  and  diverse  river  corridor. 

Now,  as  we  transition  into  the  final  implementation  phase,  we 
are  seeking  your  fiscal  year  1997  funding  support  of  2  projects  to 
restore  levee  protection.  The  Dallas  floodway  and  the  Stemmons 
North  Industrial  District  Measures  include  detailed  final  studies  of 
alternatives  to  enlarge  the  river  channel  and  modify  existing  lev- 
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ees.  Included  in  the  scope  of  work  are  recreational,  environmental 
restoration  projects.  The  Fort  Worth  floodway  sumps  14  W  and  15 
W  measures  include  improved  sump  storage  and  pumping  facilities. 
In  both  cases  local  sponsors  are  ready  to  commit  to  cost-shared 
funds. 

The  study's  executive  committee  has  already  approved  and  has 
work  underway  on  four  regional  implementation  work  plans:  Num- 
ber one,  the  Trinity  trail  system;  two,  regulatory  model,  flood  mod- 
eling and  mapping  work  plans;  three,  CDC  process  implementation 
plans;  four,  regional,  flood  warning  and  emergency  response  work 
plans. 

Given  the  positive  results  generated  by  this  important  regional 
effort  thus  far,  the  Trinity  River  Corridor  Steering  Committee  re- 
quests your  support  of  the  1.23  million  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1997  to  continue  and  successfully  conclude  the  implementa- 
tion phase  of  the  feasibility  study. 

With  this  continued  support,  we  can  look  forward  to  achieving  a 
common  vision  for  the  Trinity  River.  As  Mayor  Kirk  of  Dallas  sug- 
gests, over  the  next  20  years  our  investment  in  the  Trinity  River 
could  become  a  regional  project  as  significant  as  the  DFW  Airport. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  Rice.  Our  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Wayne  Owen. 

Mr.  Owen.  My  name  is  Wayne  Owen  and  I  am  manager  of  plan- 
ning and  development  for  Tarrant  County  Water  Control  and  Im- 
provement District  Number  One.  Our  district  operates  the  four 
major  water  supply  reservoirs  that  supply  the  cities  of  Fort  Worth, 
Arlington  and  most  of  Tarrant  County  along  with  portions  of  nine 
outlying  counties.  We  also  operate  and  maintain  the  Fort  Worth 
floodway  along  the  west  and  clear  forks  of  the  Trinity  River 
through  Fort  Worth. 

We  come  here  today  to  testify  in  support  of  the  $1.2  million  pro- 
posed appropriation  for  the  Fort  Worth  district  of  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers related  to  the  Upper  Trinity  Feasibility  Study.  Our  dis- 
trict's elected  board  of  directors  has  within  the  last  month  commit- 
ted to  jointly  cosponsor  with  the  city  of  Fort  Worth,  a  detailed  work 
program  that  will  determine  the  feasibility  of  modifications  to  sev- 
eral key  flood  control  structures  within  the  Fort  Worth  floodway. 
The  $410,000  scope  of  work  will  be  completed  over  the  next  14 
months  with  the  city  of  Fort  Worth  and  the  district  sharing  the 
$205,000  local  funding  requirement. 

Funding  for  this  work  program  is  contained  within  the  proposed 
$1.2  million  fiscal  year  1997  appropriation  for  the  Upper  Trinity. 
We  respectfully  request  your  support  for  this  appropriation.  It  will 
lead  toward  improvements  to  existing  flood  control  facilities  origi- 
nally developed  through  Federal  and  local  participation  since  1950. 

Our  community  of  Fort  Worth  takes  considerable  pride  in  the  in- 
vestment the  Federal  Government  has  made  in  the  development  of 
the  Fort  Worth  floodway.  The  leadership  in  our  community  also 
recognizes  the  need  to  maintain  these  important  flood  control  facili- 
ties. 

It  is  very  critical  that  completion  of  the  Upper  Trinity  River  Fea- 
sibility Study  continue  to  be  a  priority  funding  issue  for  fiscal  year 
1997.  We  appreciate  the  consideration  that  this  subcommittee  has 
given  this  project  in  the  past  and  anticipate  the  results  of  this 
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study  will  impact  flood  control  planning  in  one  of  our  nation's  more 
populated  areas  well  into  the  next  century. 

Thank  you. 

Mr,  Rice.  Next,  Ernie  Zieschang. 

Mr.  Zieschang.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  my 
name  is  Ernie  Zieschang.  I  am  President  of  the  Liberty  Commis- 
sion, Maintenance  dredging  of  the  Trinity  River  from  our  port  at 
River  Mile  45  to  the  open  water  of  Trinity  Bay  and  to  the  Houston 
ship  channel  is  one  of  the  highest  priorities  of  our  commission.  This 
committee  has  supported  our  request  for  maintenance  funding  in 
years  past,  and  in  so  doing  has  played  an  extremely  positive  role 
in  sustaining  the  economic  vitality  of  the  lower  Trinity  valley. 

Through  the  President's  budget,  the  Galveston  district  of  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  will  need  to  expend  approximately 
$1  million  for  operations  and  maintenance  activity  along  the  Lower 
Trinity  River.  We  again  request  your  support  for  this  appropria- 
tion. 

The  Wallisville  Project  remains  a  high  priority  of  the  Port  of  Lib- 
erty Commission.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  need  about  $15  mil- 
lion during  the  coming  year  for  continued  construction  on  this  most 
important  project.  We  also  support  the  need  for  emergency  dredg- 
ing of  channels  at  Smith  Point  and  Devil  Bayou  extending  into 
Trinity  Bay  and  Chambers  County.  It  will  save  over  200  marine- 
related  jobs.  The  estimated  cost  of  this  dredging  project  would  be 
$1  million.  We  thank  you  again  for  your  consideration  and  look  for- 
ward to  your  continued  support  of  these  most  important  Federal 
projects.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Rice.  Our  last  speaker  is  Mr.  Fred  Perrenot. 

Mr.  Perrenot.  Thank  you.  My  name  is  Fred  Perrenot  and  I 
serve  as  general  manager  of  the  Public  Utilities  Group  for  the  City 
of  Houston.  Congresswoman  Jackson-Lee  has  very  eloquently  spo- 
ken in  support  of  the  Wallisville  Project,  so  therefore  I  will  summa- 
rize my  written  statements  for  the  committee  this  morning. 

Mr,  Chairman  and  Members,  the  citizens  of  the  City  of  Houston 
over  the  last  40  years  have  spent  about  $1.8  billion  of  local  funds 
to  develop  the  water  supply  system  for  the  southeast  portion  of 
Texas  around  Houston  and  Galveston  County.  This  has  been  local 
funding  and  the  last  piece  is  the  Wallisville  Project,  which  we  need 
your  help  with. 

Without  the  Wallisville  saltwater  barrier,  we  will  begin  running 
short  of  water  in  our  area  about  the  year  2010.  With  the  saltwater 
barrier  our  supplies  will  be  extended  to  about  the  year  2030.  The 
City  of  Houston  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers to  build  the  saltwater  barrier  in  1967.  Construction  has  been 
started,  halted  to  resolve  environmental  issues  and  after  resolution 
of  those  issues  was  resumed  in  1991  with  funds  appropriated  by 
Congress. 

The  fruits  of  that  redesign  became  very  apparent  last  week  when 
the  Galveston  Bay  Foundation  issued  a  resolution  ending  its  long- 
time opposition  to  the  project.  So  as  far  as  we  know,  there  is  no 
longer  organized  opposition  to  the  project. 

The  city  would  like  to  thank  the  committee  for  its  long-term  sup- 
port for  this  essential  project  and  the  $15  million  capability  which 
we  believe  will  be  expressed  by  the  Corps  for  1997  and  we  are  here 


1311 

to  assure  you  that  it  remains  the  highest  priority  for  the  City  of 
Houston.  Thank  you  very  much, 

Mr.  Rice.  Just  to  sum  up  a  bit  here,  we  want  to  express  again 
as  we  have  before  our  appreciation  for  the  great  job  that  you  and 
Ranking  Member  Bevill  have  done  for  us  in  these  difficult  times. 
It  has  not  been  an  easy  job.  But  as  we  stated  last  year,  we  always 
stand  ready  to  bear  our  share  of  the  burden  that  the  country  faces 
financially.  We  only  ask  that  the  return  on  investments  to  the  Na- 
tion's economy  and  the  soundness  of  Federal  participation  in  Trin- 
ity River  Basin  Water  Resources  Projects  may  be  taken  into  consid- 
eration in  arriving  at  your  decisions.  Now,  we  understand  unfortu- 
nately that  three  of  the  long-time  members  of  this  subcommittee 
will  not  be  with  us  to  look — is  it  four  now? 

Mr.  Myers.  No.  Three.  Not  that  we  know  of.  Their  contracts  are 
up  this  year,  too. 

Mr,  Rice.  We  will  genuinely  miss  you,  Mr.  Myers  and  Mr.  Bevill 
and  Mr.  Chapman,  our  own  representative  from  Texas  on  this  sub- 
committee. Your  able  contributions  to  water  resources  development 
of  this  Nation  are  very  much  appreciated  and  we  wish  you  all  the 
best  in  whatever  you  undertake  in  the  future. 

We  have  a  couple  of  minutes  left  and  one  of  the  members  of  the 
delegation  you  have  not  heard  from  Mr.  Sam  Scott,  like  me  a  20- 
year  veteran  of  appearing  before  you 

Mr.  Myers.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Scott.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  been  part  of  this 
delegation  since  1973.  I  wanted  to  close  with  a  thank  you  to  Mr. 
Chairman  and,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  your  efforts  and  tireless  efforts, 
I  had  the  pleasure  of  having  you  in  our  basin  some  years  ago  and 
remember  that  very  finely,  I  wanted  to  express  from  the  Trinity 
River  Authority  our  appreciation  of  your  time  and  your  efforts.  We 
will  also  miss,  of  course,  Mr,  Chapman  for  his  good  deeds  in  the 
Trinity  Basin.  We  wish  you  the  best. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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SUMMARY  OF  REQUESTS  -  FY  1997 
UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  TRINrTY  RIVER  OF  TEXAS  DELEGATION,  THE  TRJNITY 
IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION  RECOMMENDS  THE  SUPPORT  OF  CONGRESS  FOR 
THE  FOLLOWING  PROJECTS  OF  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  IN  CONSIDERING 
THE  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  FY  1997. 

FUNDING  REQUESTS: 

PROJECT 

SURVEYS.  ADVANCED  ENGINEERING  &  DESIGN 

DALLAS  FLOODWAY  EXTENSION-DALLAS.  TX 
UPPER  TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN,  TX 

CONSTRUCTION 

RAY  ROBERTS  LAKE.  TX 

OPERATIONS  &  MAINTENANCE 

BARD'/i/ELL  LAKE.  TX 
BENBROOK  LAKE,  TX 
COOPER  LAKE,  TX 
DENISON  DAM,  TX 
GRAPEVINE  LAKE.  TX 
JOE  POOL  LAKE,  TX 
LAVON  LAKE.  TX 
LEWISVILLE  LAKE,  TX 
NAVARRO  MILLS  LAKE.  TX 
RAY  ROBERTS  LAKE,  TX 
TRINITY  RIVER  &  TRIBUTARIES 
WALLISVILLE  LAKE,  TX 

ADDITIONAL  FUNDING  REQUEST: 

WALLISVILLE  SALTWATER  PROJECT,  TX 

IT  IS  REQUESTED  FUNDS  BE  APPROPRIATED  TO  SUPPORT  THE  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEER  EXPRESSED  FY  1997  CAPABILITY  FOR  CONTINUED  WORK  ON 
WALLISVILLE 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE 

TRINITY  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 

TO  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  &  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

UNITED  STATES 

UNITED  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVE 

MARCH  5. 1996 


MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 

MY  NAME  IS  PRESTON  GEREN  OF  FORT  WORTH,  TEXAS,  AND  I  AM 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  TRINITY  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION.  I  HAVE  BEEN  ASKED 
TO  SERVE  AS  SPOKESMAN  FOR  THIS  DELEGATION  WHICH  REPRESENTS 
INTERESTS  THROUGHOUT  THE  TRINlPi'  RIVER  BASIN  AND  THE  CITY  OF 
HOUSTON,  OUTSIDE  THE  BASIN  BUT  RECEIVING  WATER  FROM  IT 

THE  DELEGATES  HAVE  TRAVELED  TO  WASHINGTON  AT  THEIR  OWN 
EXPENSE,  WITH  THE  TRINITY  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION  SERVING  AS 
COORDINATOR    WHILE  THE  GROUP  IS  DIVERSE  GEOGRAPHICALLY,  WE  ARE 
UNITED  IN  PURPOSE. 

YOU  HAVE  HEARD  TESTIMONY  FROM  OUR  CONGRESSIONAL 
REPRESENTATIVES  CONCERNING  SOME  OF  OUR  NEEDS    WE  WANT  NOW  TO 
PRESENT  SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS  ON  THE  FY  1997 
BUDGET  PROPOSALS. 

IN  REGARD  TO  THE  BUDGET  FOR  CIVIL  WORKS  FOR  THE  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS,  WE  ARE  TESTIFYING  THIS  YEAR  WITHOUT  THE  BENEFIT  OF 
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KNOWING  DETAILS  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  REQUEST.  HOWEVER,  WE 
CONTINUE  TO  BELIEVE  WATER  IS  ONE  OF  OUR  NATION'S  MOST  VALUABLE 
RESOURCES.  WATER  PROJECTS  CREATE  THE  INFRASTRUCTURE  UPON 
WHICH  OUR  QUALITY  OF  LIFE  AND  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  DEPEND.  OUR 
NATION  CANNOT  SURVIVE  WITHOUT  WATER,  AND  ECONOMIC  PROSPERITY 
CANNOT  OCCUR  WITHOUT  A  PLENTIFUL  SUPPLY.  IMPROVING  WATER 
QUALITY  AND  PROVIDING  FLOOD  CONTROL  ARE  ALSO  INFRASTRUCTURE 
PROJECTS  WHICH  SHOULD  HAVE  A  HIGH  PRIORITY  FOR  FEDERAL  FUNDING 

WE  SUPPORT  FUNDING  OF  PROJECTS  IN  THE  TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN  AT 
THE  LEVELS  OF  CAPABILITY  EXPRESSED  BY  THE  U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEER'S  FOR  FY  1997.  WE  ALSO  URGE  THIS  COMMITTEE  TO  PROVIDE  THE 
LEADERSHIP  NECESSARY  TO  REVISE  THE  COST  SHARING  RULES  OF  THE 
CURRENT  CIVIL  WORKS  PROGRAM  SO  AS  TO  REALISTICALLY  EVALUATE  THE 
BENEFITS  ALONG  WITH  EACH  LOCAL  SPONSOR'S  "ABILITY  TO  PAY'. 

FINALLY,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  WISH  TO  POINT  OUR  FOR  THE  RECORD  THAT 
A  COMPLETE  LIST  OF  OUR  DELEGATION  APPEARING  HERE  TODAY,  AND 
COPIES  OF  THE  TESTIMONY  TO  BE  GIVEN  BY  OUR  GROUP,  IS  SUBMITTED  TO 
THE  COMMITTEE. 

WITH  THESE  REMARKS,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  CALL  ON  A  FEW  MEMBERS  OF 
THE  DELEGATION  WHO  WILL  SPEAK  BRIEFLY  ON  PROJECTS  OF  SPECIFIC 
CONCERN  TO  THEIR  AREAS. 
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THE  FIRST  SPEAKER  WILL  BE  MR.  DAVID  JENKINS,  TRINITY  RIVER 
AUTHORITY. 

(MR.  JENKINS  MAKES  HIS  STATEMENT) 

THE  NEXT  STATEMENT  WILL  BE  BY  MR.  GARY  SKAGGS,  NORTH 

CENTRAL  TEXAS  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS. 

(MR.  SKAGGS  MAKES  HIS  STATEMENT) 

THE  NEXT  SPEAKER  WILL  BE  MR.  WAYNE  OWEN,  TARRANT  COUNTY 
WATER  CONTROL  &  IMPROVEMENT  DISTRICT  NO.  1. 
(MR  OWEN  MAKES  HIS  STATEMENT) 

THE  NEXT  SPEAKER  WILL  BE  MR.  ERNIE  ZIESCHANG,  PORT  OF  LIBERTY 
COMMISSION. 

(MR.  ZIESCHANG  MAKES  HIS  STATEMENT) 

THE  LAST  STATEMENT  WILL  BE  BY  MR.  FREDERICK  A.  PERRENOT,  CITY 
OF  HOUSTON 

(MR.  PERRENOT  MAKES  HIS  STATEMENT) 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  WHOLE  DELEGATION,  PLEASE 
ACCEPT  OUR  APPRECIATION  FOR  THE  EXCELLENT  JOB  YOU  AND  YOUR 
COMMITTEE  HAVE  DONE,  IN  THESE  DIFFICULT  TIMES,  IN  SUSTAINING  SOUND 
WATER  RESOURCE  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAMS  THAT  HAVE  PROVED  THEIR 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  AND  ECONOMIC  WORTH.  THANK  YOU  FOR  ALLOWING  US 
TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  THIS  COMMITTEE.  AS  WE  STATED  LAST  YEAR,  WE  STAND 
READY  TO  BEAR  OUR  FAIR  SHARE  OF  THE  BURDEN.  WE  ASK  ONLY  THAT  THE 
RETURN  ON  INVESTMENTS  TO  THE  NATION'S  ECONOMY  AND  THE  SOUNDNESS 
OF  FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN  TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN  WATER  RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT  BE  TAKEN  INTO  CONSIDERATION  IN  ARRIVING  AT  YOUR 
DECISIONS. 

AS  ALWAYS,  IT  HAS  BEEN  A  PLEASURE  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE 

TRINITY  RIVER  AUTHORITY  OF  TEXAS 

TO  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  5, 1996 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 


MY  NAME  IS  DAVID  JENKINS,  AND  I  SERVE  AS  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  TRINITY 
RIVER  AUTHORITY  OF  TEXAS  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS. 

TRA  SUPPORTS  THE  LEVEL  OF  CAPABILITY  EXPRESSED  BY  THE  U.S.  ARMY 
CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  FOR  PROJECTS  LOCATED  IN  THE  TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN. 

WALLISVILLE  SALTWATER  PROJECT 

CONSTRUCTION  ON  THE  WALLISVILLE  PROJECT  RESUMED  IN  1991,  AND 
WITH  THE  FY  1996  $5  MILLION  APPROPRIATED  BY  THIS  COMMITTEE,  THE  CORPS 
OF  ENGINEERS  WAS  ABLE  TO  AWARD  THE  LAST  MAJOR  CONSTRUCTION 
CONTRACT  IN  DECEMBER  1995.  AS  ONE  OF  THREE  LOCAL  SPONSORS,  THE 
TRINITY  RIVER  AUTHORITY  URGES  THIS  COMMITTEE  TO  FUND  THE  CORPS' 
SPENDING  CAPABILITY  FOR  FY  1997  WHICH  IS  ESTIMATED  TO  BE  $13  MILLION  TO 
$15  MILLION  WE  WOULD  ALSO  ASK  THE  COMMITTEE  TO  CONSIDER 
APPROPRIATING  THE  REMAINING  FUNDS  NECESSARY  TO  COMPLETE  THE 
PROJECT  TO  ENSURE  THE  PROJECTS  COMPLETION  IN  1998 

THE  WALLISVILLE  PROJECT  WILL  PROVIDE  PROTECTION  FROM 
SALTWATER  INTRUSION  FOR  THE  RICE  INDUSTRY  IN  LIBERTY  AND  CHAMBERS 
COUNTIES.  WITH  THE  COMPLETION  OF  WALLISVILLE,  TRA  AND  THE  CITY  OF 
HOUSTON  WILL  ALSO  BE  ABLE  TO  COMPLETE  A  LONG-TERM  WATER  PROJECT 
THAT  WILL  BENEFIT  THE  CITIZENS  OF  THE  LOWER  TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN  AND  THE 
GREATER  HOUSTON  AREA. 
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WHEN  THE  CITY  OF  HOUSTON  AND  TRA  CONTRACTED  TO  CONSTRUCT 
LAKE  LIVINGSTON  AND  WALLISVILLE  IN  1964,  THE  INTENT  WAS  FOR  THE  TWO 
PROJECTS  TO  OPERATE  AS  INTEGRAL  UNITS  OF  A  SYSTEM  OPERATION  FOR 
THE  PURPOSE  OF  MAXIMUM  WATER  YIELD  FOR  THE  LOWER  TRINITY  AND  THE 
CITY  OF  HOUSTON.  TRA  AND  HOUSTON  HAVE  EXPENDED  OVER  $200  MILLION 
TO  COMPLETE  THEIR  PART,  AND  WE  ALSO  REMAIN  COMMITTED  TO 
FULFILLING  OUR  OBLIGATION  UNDER  THE  TERMS  OF  THE  LOCAL  SPONSORS' 
CONTRACT  EXECUTED  IN  1968. 

UPPER  TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN 

FLOODING  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  HAVE  RE-EMERGED  AS  MAJOR 
CONCERNS  IN  THE  DALLAS/FORT  WORTH  METROPOLITAN  AREA.  NINE  CITIES, 
THREE  COUNTIES,  TRA  AND  ONE  OTHER  SPECIAL  PURPOSE  DISTRICT  ARE 
PARTICIPATING  IN  A  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  WITH  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  TO 
ASSESS  AN  ARRAY  OF  OPTIONS  RELATED  TO  FLOODING  ISSUES. 
TRA  SUPPORTS  THE  FUNDING  FOR  THIS  NORTH  CENTRAL  TEXAS  COUNCIL  OF 
GOVERNMENTS  SPONSORED  UPPER  TRINITY  RIVER  PROJECT  AND  FUNDING 
FOR  THE  DALLAS  FLOODWAY  EXTENSION  PROJECT  WHICH  IS  SPONSORED  BY 
THE  CITY  OF  DALLAS. 

OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE  FUNDS 

TRA  SUPPORTS  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FY  1997  OPERATIONS  AND 
MAINTENANCE  FUNDS  NECESSARY  TO  MAINTAIN  OPERATIONS  FOR  FEDERAL 
WATER  PROJECTS  WITHIN  THE  TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN.  THESE  PROJECTS 
INCLUDE  BARDWELL  LAKE,  NAVARRO  MILLS  LAKE.  JOE  POOL  LAKE, 
WALLISVILLE  SALTWATER  PROJECT,  AND  THE  TRINITY  RIVER  AND 
TRIBUTARIESMAINTENANCE  DREDGING  IN  CHAMBERS  AND  LIBERTY 
COUNTIES. 
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CONCLUSION 

THE  TRINlPi'  RIVER  AUTHORITY  OF  TEXAS  THANKS  THIS  COMMITTEE 
FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY  AND  FOR  IMPROVEMENTS  THAT  THE 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  HAS  FUNDED  WITHIN  OUR  WATERSHED  OVER  THE 
YEARS.  FEDERAL  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  WATER  PROJECTS  IN  THE  TRINITY 
RIVER  BASIN  REMAIN  ONE  OF  THE  BEST  INVESTMENTS 
EVER  MADE. 

THANK  YOU. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE 

NORTH  CENTRAL  TEXAS  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS 

TO  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  5, 1996 

I  AM  GARY  SKAGGS,  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  TRINITY  RIVER  STEERING  COMMITTEE  AT  THE 
NORTH  CENTRAL  TEXAS  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS.  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  9  CITIES,  3 
COUNTIES,  AND  2  SPECIAL  DISTRICTS  PARTICIPATING  IN  THE  UPPER  TRINITY  RIVER 
FEASIBILITY  STUDY.  THE  NATION'S  LARGEST  COST-SHARED  INTERJURISDICTIONAL  STUDY,  I 
THANK  YOU  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  ADDRESS  THE  COMMITTEE  DURING  YOUR 
DELIBERATIONS  ON  THE  FY97  FEDERAL  APPROPRIATIONS.  WE  APPRECIATE  THE  LONG- 
TERM  FEDERAL  COMMITMENT  DEMONSTRATED  IN  THE  U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS" 
(USAGE)  UPPER  TRINITY  RIVER  FEASIBIUTY  STUDY  (UTRFS)  APPROPRIATIONS  SINCE  1990. 

THE  TRINITY  RIVER  IS  THE  COMMON  THREAD  CONNECTING  OVER  4  MILLIONS  RESIDENTS  OF 
THE  NATION'S  LARGEST  INLAND  METROPOLITAN  AREA  AND  IT  REMAINS  THE  SINGLE  MOST 
IMPORTANT  RESOURCE  TO  THE  NORTH  CENTRAL  TEXAS  AREA.  AS  THE  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS  REPRESENTATIVE,  I  AM  PLEASED  TO  REPORT  THAT  THE  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT  OFFICIALS  ARE  EAGER  TO  MOVE  INTO  THE  NEXT  CRITICAL  PHASE  OF  THE 
FEASIBILITY  STUDY  RESULTING  IN  IMPLEMENTABLE  PROJECTS.  AS  WE  ENTER  THIS  STAGE.  I 
WOULD  LIKE  TO  HIGHLIGHT  THE  ACHIEVEMENTS  OF  THE  STUDY  FOR  YOU  AND  OUTLINE  THE 
REMAINING  EFFORTS  TO  BE  UNDERTAKEN  WITH  THIS  IMPORTANT  REGIONAL  PROGRAM. 

I.  THE  UPPER  TRINITY  RIVER  FEASIBIUTY  STUDY  HAS  PROJECTED  THAT  A  MODEL  STORM 
WOULD  CAUSE  OVER  22.000  HOME  AND  OVER  141  MILLION  SQUARE  FEET  OF 
COMMERCIAiyiNDUSTRIAL  PROPERTY  TO  BE  FLOODED.  WITH  UNTOLD  LOSS  OF  LIFE.  THIS 
PAINTS  A  GRAPHIC  PICTURE  OF  THE  POTENTIAL  CATASTROPHIC  LOSSES  TO  FLOODING  I 
THE  DALLAS-FORT  WORTH  METROPLEX.  THE  DETAILED  FLOOD  ANALYSES  FOR  THE 
STANDARD  PROJECT  FLOOD  (SPF)  HAVE  VALIDATED  PREVIOUS  PREDICTIONS  OF  FLOODING 
SEVERITY  IN  THE  UPPER  TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN. 

THE  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  HAS  DEVELOPED  MANY  SOPHISTICATED  COMPUTER  MODELING 
TOOLS  BASED  ON  NEW  DETAILED  TOPOGRAPHICAL  AND  TOPOLOGICAL  MAPPING  THAT  NOW 
PROVIDE  UNIQUE  CAPABILITIES  IN  ANALYZING  THE  FLOODPLAIN.  IN  ADDITION,  OUR 
COOPERATIVE  EFFORT  HAS  RESULTED  IN  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  A  UNIFORM  SET  OF 
FLOODPLAIN  DEVELOPMENT  CRITERIA  BY  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  ALONG  THE  TRINITY 
RIVER  IN  THE  METROPLEX.  THIS  UNIFORM  CRITERIA,  KNOW  AS  THE  CORRIDOR 
DEVELOPMENT  CERTIFICATE  (CDC)  PROCESS,  IS  DESIGNED  TO  STABILIZE  THE  EXISTING 
LEVEL  OF  FLOOD  RISK  OF  THE  TRINITY  RIVER  THROUGH  INNOVATIVE  TECHNIQUES  AND 
TECHNICAL  CRITERIA.  THE  MOST  UNIQUE  FEATURE  OF  THE  CDC  PROCESS  IS  A  PEER 
PRESSURE  SYSTEM  OF  REGIONAL  REVIEW  AND  COMMENT.  GIVEN  THE  MAGNITUDE  OF 
POTENTIAL  FLOOD  DAMAGES  AND  THE  SIGNIFICANT  PROGRESS  ALREADY  BEING  MADE 
TOWARDS  SOLUTIONS,  WE  ARE  POISED  TO  EMBARK  ON  THE  SUCCESSFUL  FINAL  PHASE  OF 
THIS  STUDY. 

II.  THE  9  CITIES.  3  COUNTIES.  AND  2  SPECIAL  DISTRICTS  PARTICIPATING  IN  THIS  MAJOR 
REGIONAL  EFFORT  HAVE  DEMONSTRATED  THEIR  COMMITMENT  TO  THE  TRINITY  RIVER. 
TOGETHER  WITH   THE   STATE  OF   TEXAS.  THROUGH   THE   TEXAS   WATER   DEVELOPMENT 
BOARD.    THEY   HAVE    CONTRIBUTED   $4   MILUON   TO    THIS    STUDY.      THE    UTRFS    IS   AN 
OUTSTANDING    EXAMPLE   OF   A    GOVERNMENTAL    PARTNERSHIP    THAT    HAS    GENERATED 
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POSITIVE  RESULTS  THE  PARTICIPATING  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  HAVE  DEMONSTRATED 
THEIR  SUPPORT  BY  CONTRIBUTING  TO  THE  SUCCESS  OF  THE  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  WITH 
FINANCIAL  COMMITMENTS  AND  COOPERATIVE  EFFORTS.  WE  ARE  VERY  APPRECIATIVE  OF 
THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS  AND  THE  TEXAS  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  BOARD  FOR  THEIR 
RECOGNITION  OF  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  REGIONAL  PLANNING  AND  FLOODPLAIN 
MANAGEMENT.  COLLECTIVELY,  WE  ARE  COMMITTED  TO  INSURING  THAT  OUR  EFFORTS 
GENERATE  A  POSITIVE  RETURN  ON  THOSE  INVESTMENTS  OF  TIME  AND  MONEY. 

SINCE  THE  INITIATION  OF  THIS  STUDY  IN  1990,  OUR  COOPERATIVE  EFFORTS  HAVE 
PRODUCED  MANY  IMPORTANT  PRODUCTS  AND  IMPLEMENTED  SIGNIFICANT  FLOODPLAIN 
MANAGEMENT  POLICIES  RESULTING  IN  IMPROVED  FLOODPLAIN  MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES. 
THE  EXECUTION  OF  THIS  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  IS  AN  IMPORTANT  COMPONENT  OF  NCTCOG'S 
COMMON  VISION  PROGRAM.  THE  COMMON  VISION  PROGRAM'S  OBJECTIVE  FOR  THE  TRINITY 
RIVER  CORRIDOR  IS  TO  ACHIEVE  A  SAFE,  CLEAN,  NATURAL,  ENJOYABLE  AND  DIVERSE  RIVER 
CORRIDOR.  THESE  OBJECTIVES  ARE  CONSISTENT  WITH  THE  FEASIBILITY  STUOrS 
AUTHORIZATION  THAT  DIRECTED  THE  EFFORT  TO  FIND  SOLUTIONS  THAT  ADDRESS  FLOOD 
DAMAGE  REDUCTION,  WATER  QUALITY.  ENVIRONMENTAL  ENHANCEMENT  AND  RECREATION. 
OVER  THE  LAST  FIVE  AND  A  HALF  YEARS,  DETAILED  FLOODPLAIN  MAPPING,  NEW  COMPUTER 
FLOOD  DAMAGE  ASSESSMENT  MODELS,  THE  CDC  PROCESS,  AND  THE  PRELIMINARY 
ANALYSIS  OF  DIVERSE  ALTERNATIVE  MEASURES  HAVE  BEEN  DEVELOPED  AND  PRODUCED. 

III.  RESTORING  LEVEE  PROTECTION  IS  THE  SPECIFIC  GOAL  OF  THIS  FY97  FUNDING 
REQUEST.  THIS  FUNDING  REQUEST  IS  FOR  TWO  IDENTIFIED  PROJECTS  WITH  LOCAL 
SPONSORS  READY  TO  COMMIT  COST-SHARE  FUNDS  FOR  THE  NEXT  STEP. 

THE      DALLAS    FLOODWAY   AND   STEMMONS    NORTH    INDUSTRIAL    DISTRICT   MEASURES 

INCLUDE  DETAILED  FINAL  STUDIES  OF  ALTERNATIVES  TO  ENLARGE  THE  RIVER  CHANNEL 
AND  MODIFY  EXISTING  LEVEES.  ALSO  THE  SCOPE  OF  WORK  INVOLVES  A  SERIES  OF  ON- 
CHANNEL  AND  OFF-CHANNEL  LAKES  (CHAIN-OF-LAKES),  AND  SEVERAL  RECREATION 
AMENITIES  INCLUDING: 

.  HIKE/BIKE  TRAILS; 

CANOEING  FACILITIES; 

ACTIVE  AND  PASSIVE  (OPEN-SPACE)  RECREATIONAL  FACILITIES;  AND 

VEGETATIVE  IMPROVEMENTS  (ENVIRONMENTAL  RESTORATION  AND 

ENHANCEMENTS). 

POTENTIAL  CONNECTIONS  TO  EXISTING  PARK  AND  RECREATION  LANDS  AND  FACILITIES 
WITHIN  OR  NEAR  THE  STUDY  AREA  WILL  ALSO  BE  CONSIDERED. 

THE  FORT  WORTH  FLOODWAY  SUMPS  14W  &  15W  MEASURES  INCLUDE  IMPROVED  SUMP 
STORAGE  AND  PUMPING  FACILITIES.  THE  PLANS  INVESTIGATED  WILL  INCLUDE  THE 
ADDITION  OF  MORE  SLUICE  GATES  OR  PUMPS. 

IV.  THE  STUDY'S  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE  HAS  ALREADY  APPROVED  FOUR  REGIONAL 
IMPLEMENTATION/WORK  PLANS  IDENTIFIED  AS  HAVING  A  LOCAL  AND  FEDERAL  INTEREST. 

WORK  IS  NOW  UNDERWAY  ON  THESE  PLANS.  INCLUDING: 

•  TRINITY  TRAILS  SYSTEM  -  THIS  CONCEPT  APPLIES  TO  ALL  OF  THE  MAJOR  ARMS  OF  THE 
TRINITY  RIVER  IN  THE  STUDY  AREA~THE  ELM  FOR,  MAINSTEM  AND  WEST  FORK.  THE 
FOCUS  OF  THE  PLANNING  EFFORT  IS  TO  PRODUCE  COORDINATED  GREENWAY 
IMPROVEMENTS  ALONG  THE  CORRIDOR  THAT  PROVIDES  RECREATIONAL  AND  OPEN 
SPACE  AMENITIES  WHILE  PROTECTING  THE  NATURAL  VALUES  AND  FUNCTIONS  OF  THE 
FLOODPLAIN. 
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•  REGULATORY  FLOOD  MODEUNG  AND  MAPPING  WORK  PLAN  -  THIS  WORK  PLAN  HAS  THE 
GOAL  OF  A  COORDINATED  MODELING  AND  MAPPING  PRODUCT  THAT  COULD  BE  USED 

BY  ALL  THE  FLOODPLAIN-RELATED  AGENCIES.  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS,  THE  USAGE 
AND  THE  FEDERAL  EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT  AGENCY  (FEMA)  WILL  ALL  BENEFIT  FROM 
THIS  COORDINATED  MODELING.  THE  WORK  PLAN  WILL  RESULT  IN  BETTER,  MORE 
CONSISTENT  FLOODPLAIN  DECISIONS.  AND  A  STREAMLINED  DEVELOPMENT  PERMITTING 
PROCESS. 

•  CDC  PROCESS  IMPLEMENTATION  PLAN  -  THE  CDC  PROCESS  WAS  IMPLEMENTED  BY  THE 
LOCAL  PARTICIPANTS  TO  STABILIZE  EXISTING  FLOOD  RISKS  IN  THE  CORRIDOR.  THE 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL  REVIEW  AND  INFORMATION  TRACKING  ELEMENTS  OF  THE 
EFFORT  TO  HELP  DECISION-MAKERS  TO  MAKE  THE  BEST  FLOODPLAIN  MANAGEMENT 
DECISIONS  POSSIBLE.  THIS  IMPLEMENTATION  PLAN  WILL  ESTABLISH  WAYS  OF  KEEPING 
THE  CRITERIA  AND  PROCESS  UP-TO-DATE  INTO  THE  FUTURE. 

•  REGIONAL  FLOODWARNING  AND  EMERGENCY  RESPONSE  WORK  PLAN  -  THIS  WORK  PLAN 
IS  PURSUING  THE  ENHANCEMENT  AND  COORDINATION  OF  EXISTING  LOCAL 
FLOODWARNING  SYSTEMS  THROUGHOUT  THE  TRINITY  RIVER  CORRIDOR.  FOCUSED 
ATTENTION  TO  THE  OPERATION  OF  THESE  SYSTEMS  WILL  PROVIDE  BETTER 
INFORMATION  TO  ALL  OF  THE  PARTICIPATING  GOVERNMENTS  AND  PROVIDE  IMPROVED 
EMERGENCY  RESPONSE. 

V.  SUMMARY  IN  EACH  OF  THESE  EFFORTS,  THE  GOAL  IS  TO  PROVIDE  A  DESIRABLE  PLAN 
WHICH   CAN    BE    IMPLEMENTED,    HAS   FEDERAL  AND   NON-FEDERAL    SUPPORT  AND   WILL 
PROVIDE  BENEFITS  AT  A  REASONABLE  COST.    REMAINING  STEPS  TO  ACHIEVE  THIS  GOAL 
ARE: 

.      PHASE  1  -  TECHNICAL  ANALYSIS  OF  ALTERNATIVES; 

.      PHASE  2  -  ECONOMIC,  REAL  ESTATE,  ENVIRONMENTAL,  AND  ENGINEERING;  AND 

.      PHASE  3  -  FINAL  DETERMINATION  OF  RECOMMENDED  PLAN. 

THE  DIVISION  OF  THE  STUDY  INTO  THE  THREE  PHASES  IS  ROOTED  IN  THE  DESIRE  TO 
PRODUCE  A  FEASIBLE  SOLUTION  AS  QUICKLY  AS  POSSIBLE. 

GIVEN  THE  POSITIVE  RESULTS  GENERATED  BY  THIS  IMPORTANT  REGIONAL  EFFORT  THUS 
FAR,  THE  TRINITY  RIVER  CORRIDOR  STEERING  COMMITTEE  ENCOURAGES  THE 
CONTINUATION  OF  FEDERAL  FUNDS  FOR  THE  CONCLUDING  PIECES  OF  THE  FEASIBILITY 
STUDY.  SIGNIFICANT  LOCAL.  STATE  AND  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENTAL  INVESTMENT  HAS  BEEN 
MADE  INTO  THIS  STUDY  WHICH  SHOULD  BE  CONTINUED  THROUGH  THE  PROJECT 
IMPLEMENTATION  PHASES.  WE  URGE  CONGRESS  TO  CONTINUE  TO  FUND  COST-SHARED 
PROJECTS  WITHIN  MAJOR  URBAN  AREAS  FOR  IMPLEMENTATION.  SPECIFICALLY,  WE 
REQUEST  YOUR  SUPPORT  OF  THE  $1.23  MILLION  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FY97  TO  CONTINUE 
THE  UPPER  TRINITY  RIVER  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  AS  WE  PURSUE  THE  IMPORTANT  DALLAS  AND 
FORT  WORTH  FLOODWAY  PROJECTS  AND  OTHER  MULTI-PURPOSE  PROJECTS  IN  THE 
DALLAS-FORT  WORTH  AREA. 

AS  COSPONSORS  OF  THE  NATION'S  LARGEST  INTERJURISDICTIONAL  EFFORT  OF  MULTIPLE 
OBJECTIVE  FLOODPLAIN  MANAGEMENT,  WE  ARE  PLEASED  TO  BE  ABLE  TO  REPORT  OUR 
COOPERATIVE  SUCCESSES  AS  WE  NEAR  THE  COMPLETION  OF  STUDY.  WITH  THIS  RECORD 
AND  CONTINUED  FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION,  WE  CAN  LOOK  FORWARD  WITH  OPTIMISM 
TOWARD  ACHIEVING  A  "COMMON  VISION"  FOR  THE  TRINITY  RIVER.  AS  MAYOR  KIRK  OF 
DALLAS  SUGGESTS,  OVER  THE  NEXT  TWENTY  YEARS,  OUR  INVESTMENT  IN  THE  TRINITY 
RIVER  COULD  BECOME  A  REGIONAL  PROJECT  AS  SIGNIFICANT  AS  THE  D/FW  AIRPORT. 

THANK  YOU 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE 
TARRANT  COUNTY  WATER  CONTROL  AND  IMPROVEMENT  DISTRICT  NO.  1 

TO  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  5, 1996 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 


MY  NAME  IS  WAYNE  OWEN  AND  I  AM  MANAGER  OF  PLANNING  & 
DEVELOPMENT  FOR  TARRANT  COUNTY  WATER  CONTROL  AND  IMPROVEMENT 
DISTRICT  NUMBER  ONE  OUR  DISTRICT  OPERATES  THE  FOUR  MAJOR  WATER 
SUPPLY  RESERVOIRS  THAT  SUPPLY  THE  CITIES  OF  FORT  WORTH,  ARLINGTON, 
AND  MOST  OF  TARRANT  COUNTY  ALONG  WITH  PORTIONS  OF  NINE  OUTLYING 
COUNTIES.  WE  ALSO  OPERATE  AND  MAINTAIN  THE  FORT  WORTH  FLOODWAY 
ALONG  THE  WEST  AND  CLEAR  FORKS  OF  THE  TRINITY  RIVER  THROUGH  FORT 
WORTH. 

WE  COME  HERE  TODAY  TO  TESTIFY  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  $1.2  MILLION 
PROPOSED  APPROPRIATION  FOR  THE  FORT  WORTH  DISTRICT  OF  THE  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS  RELATED  TO  THE  UPPER  TRINITY  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  THE  STUDY 
HAS  EVALUATED  SEVERAL  STRUCTURAL  FLOOD  CONTROL  ALTERNATIVES 
RELATED  TO  THE  FORT  WORTH  FLOODWAY. 

OUR  DISTRICTS  ELECTED  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  HAS  WITHIN  THE  LAST 
MONTH  COMMITTED  TO  JOINTLY  CO-SPONSOR,  WITH  THE  CITY  OF  FORT  WORTH, 
A  DETAILED  WORK  PROGRAM  THAT  WILL  DETERMINE  THE  FEASIBILITY  OF 
MODIFICATIONS  TO  SEVERAL  KEY  FLOOD  CONTROL  STRUCTURES  WITHIN  THE 
FORT  WORTH  FLOODWAY  THE  $410,000  SCOPE  OF  WORK  WILL  BE  COMPLETED 
OVER  THE  NEXT  14  MONTHS  WITH  THE  CITY  OF  FORT  WORTH  AND  THE  DISTRICT 
SHARING  THE  $205,000  LOCAL  FUNDING  REQUIREMENT. 

FUNDING  FOR  THIS  WORK  PROGRAM  IS  CONTAINED  WITHIN  THE 
PROPOSED  $1.2  MILLION  FY  1997  APPROPRIATION  FOR  THE  UPPER  TRINITY.   WE 
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RESPECTFULLY  REQUEST  YOUR  SUPPORT  FOR  THIS  APPROPRIATION.  IT  WILL 
LEAD  TOWARD  IMPROVEMENTS  TO  EXISTING  FLOOD  CONTROL  FACILITIES 
ORIGINALLY  DEVELOPED  THROUGH  FEDERAL  AND  LOCAL  PARTICIPATION  SINCE 
1950.  ^S^-^k-VlJ^V^ 

OUR  COMMUNITY^AKES  CONSIDERABLE  PRIDE  IN  THE  INVESTMENT  THE 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  HAS  MADE  IN  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  FORT  WORTH 
FLOODWAY.  THE  LEADERSHIP  IN  OUR  COMMUNIW  ALSO  RECOGNIZES  THE 
NEED  TO  MAINTAIN  THESE  IMPORTANT  FLOOD  CONTROL  FACILITIES 

IT  IS  VERY  CRITICAL  THAT  COMPLETION  OF  THE  UPPER  TRINITY  RIVER 
FEASIBILITY  STUDY  CONTINUE  TO  BE  A  PRIORITY  FUNDING  ISSUE  FOR  FISCAL 
YEAR  1997.  WE  APPRECIATE  THE  CONSIDERATION  THAT  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE 
HAS  GIVEN  THIS  PROJECT  IN  THE  PAST  AND  ANTICIPATE  THE  RESULTS  OF  THIS 
STUDY  WILL  IMPACT  FLOOD  CONTROL  PLANNING  IN  ONE  OF  OUR  NATIONS  MORE 
POPULATED  AREAS  WELL  INTO  THE  NEXT  CENTURY.  H  ) 


THANK  YOU. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE 

PORT  OF  LIBERTY 

TO  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  5, 1996 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 


MY  NAME  IS  ERNIE  ZIESCHANG  AND  I  AM  TESTIFYING  TODAY  AS 
PRESIDENT  OF  THE  PORT  OF  LIBERTY  COMMISSION. 

MAINTENANCE  DREDGING  OF  THE  TRINITY  RIVER  FROM  OUR  PORT  AT 
RIVER  MILE  45  TO  THE  OPEN  WATER  OF  TRINITY  BAY  AND  THE  HOUSTON  SHIP 
CHANNEL  IS  ONE  OF  THE  HIGHEST  PRIORITIES  OF  OUR  COMMISSION  THIS 
COMMITTEE  HAS  SUPPORTED  OUR  REQUESTS  FOR  MAINTENANCE  FUNDING 
YEARS  PAST,  AND  IN  SO  DOING  HAS  PLAYED  AN  EXTREMELY  POSITIVE  ROLE  IN 
SUSTAINING  THE  ECONOMIC  VITALITY  OF  THE  LOWER  TRINITY  RIVER  VALLEY 

THROUGH  THE  PRESIDENTS  BUDGET  THE  GALVESTON  DISTRICT  OF  THE 
US  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  WILL  NEED  TO  EXPEND  APPROXIMATELY  ONE 
MILLION  DOLLARS  FOR  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE  ACTIVITY  ALONG  THE 
LOWER  TRINITY  RIVER.  WE  AGAIN 
REQUEST  YOUR  SUPPORT  FOR  THIS  APPROPRIATION. 

THE  WALLISVILLE  PROJECT  REMAINS  A  HIGH  PRIORITY  OF  THE  PORT  OF 
LIBERTY  COMMISSION  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  WILL  NEED  ABOUT  $13  TO 
$15  MILLION  DOLLARS  DURING  THE  COMING  YEAR  FOR  CONTINUED 
CONSTRUCTION  ON  THIS  MOST  IMPORTANT  PROJECT 

THANK  YOU  AGAIN  FOR  YOUR  CONSIDERATION  AND  WE  LOOK  FORWARD 
TO  YOUR  CONTINUING  SUPPORT  FOR  THESE  MOST  IMPORTANT  FEDERAL 
WATER  PROJECTS. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE 

CITY  OF  HOUSTON 

TO  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  5. 1996 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 


MY  NAME  IS  FREDERICK  A  PERRENOT  AND  I  SERVE  AS  GENERAL 
MANAGER  OF  THE  HOUSTON  PUBLIC  UTILITIES.  I  AM  HERE  TODAY  TO  ASK  FOR 
THIS  COMMITTEE'S  CONTINUED  SUPPORT  FOR  THE  WALLISVILLE  PROJECT  AND 
TO  DISCUSS  ITS  IMPORTANCE  TO  THE  OVERALL  WATER  SUPPLY  PLAN  FOR  THE 
GREATER  HOUSTON  AREA. 

BY  DEVELOPING  THREE  MAJOR  RESERVOIRS.  A  RAW  SURFACE  WATER 
CONVEYANCE  -  DISTRIBUTION  SYSTEM,  AND  A  WATER  TREATMENT  - 
DISTRIBUTION  SYSTEM,  THE  CITY  OF  HOUSTON  HAS  BECOME  THE  REGIONAL 
SUPPLIER  OF  FRESH  WATER  FOR  THE  FOUR  MILLION  RESIDENTS  OF  THE 
HOUSTON-GALVESTON  AREA  AT  A  COST  OF  ABOUT  $1.8  BILLION,  THE 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  ALL  OF  THESE  FACILITIES  HAS  BEEN  VERY  EXPENSIVE  FOR 
THE  CITYS  RATEPAYERS  AND  OUTSIDE  CUSTOMERS.  HOWEVER,  IT  HAS  BEEN 
NECESSARY  IN  ORDER  TO  MAINTAIN  THE  CONTINUING,  ECONOMICAL  SUPPLY  OF 
DRINKING  WATER,  TO  PREVENT  SALTWATER  INTRUSION  INTO  THE  TRINIPr' 
RIVER,  AND  TO  ELIMINATE  THE  DEVASTATING  PROBLEM  OF  LAND  SUBSIDENCE 
WHICH  HAS  REACHED  LEVELS  OF  MORE  THAN  10  FEET  IN  SOME  AREAS  OF  THE 
CITY 

THE  WALLISVILLE  PROJECT  IS  AN  ESSENTIAL  PART  OF  THIS  RESERVOIR 
SUPPLY  SYSTEM.  IT  WAS  PLANNED  AND  DEVELOPED  TO  ALLOW  THE  FULL 
UTILIZATION  OF  DRINKING  WATER  STORED  IN  LAKE  LIVINGSTON  BY  ELIMINATING 
THE  NEED  FOR  RELEASES  FROM  THAT  RESERVOIR  TO  PREVENT  SALTWATER 
FROM  INTRUDING  UP  THE  RIVER  AND  CONTAMINATING  WATER  SUPPLY  INTAKES 
THE  CITY  FIRST  ENTERED  INTO  A  CONTRACT  WITH  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
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(CORPS)  TO  BUILD  THE  BARRIER  IN  1967.  CONSTRUCTION  HAS  BEEN  STARTED. 
HALTED  TO  RESOLVE  ENVIRONMENTAL  ISSUES,  AND  AFTER  RESOLUTION  OF 
THOSE  ISSUES,  WAS  RESUMED  IN  1991  WITH  FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  BY 
CONGRESS.  USING  THE  $5  MILLION  APPROPRIATED  BY  CONGRESS  FOR  FISCAL 
YEAR  (FY)  1996.  THE  CORPS  AWARDED  THE  FINAL  CONSTRUCTION  CONTRACT 
FOR  THE  SALTWATER  BARRIER.  THE  CITY  IS  COMMITTED  TO  FULFILLING  ITS 
OBLIGATIONS  UNDER  THE  TERMS  OF  THE  CONTRACT  AND  SUPPORTS  THE 
CORPS  EXPRESSED  CAPABILITY  REQUEST  WHICH  IS  ANTICIPATED  TO  BE  ABOUT 
$15  MILLION  FOR  FY  1997.  WE  EXPECT  THAT  A  $15  MILLION  APPROPRIATION, 
COMBINED  WITH  AN  ADDITIONAL  SMALLER  APPROPRIATION  IN  FY  1998,  WILL  BE 
SUFFICIENT  TO  MAKE  THE  BARRIER  OPERATIONAL. 

AS  RESPONSIBLE  MANAGERS,  THE  CITY  IS  ALSO  PROCEEDING  WITH 
MAJOR  STUDIES  TO  EVALUATE  AND  ENHANCE  PROGRAMS  IN  THE  AREAS  OF 
WATER  CONSERVATION,  RESERVOIR  SYSTEM  OPERATION,  WASTE  WATER 
REUSE,  AND  OTHER  METHODS  TO  EFFECTIVELY  AND  EFFICIENTLY  MANAGE 
EXISTING  WATER  SUPPLIES.  HOWEVER,  EVEN  WITH  THESE  PROGRAMS,  IT  IS 
PROJECTED  THAT  WATER  DEMANDS  WILL  EXCEED  THE  EXISTING  AVAILABLE 
WATER  SUPPLIES  BY  THE  YEAR  2010.  WITH  AN  OPERATIONAL  WALLISVILLE 
PROJECT,  THE  ADDITIONAL  DRINKING  WATER  SUPPLIES  IN  THE  LAKE 
LIVINGSTON  RESERVOIR  WILL  BE  AVAILABLE  TO  SERVE  THE  AREA  AND  WILL 
MEET  EXPECTED  DEMAND  UNTIL  ABOUT  2030. 

THE  CITY  WOULD  LIKE  TO  THANK  THIS  COMMITTEE  FOR  ITS  LONG  TERM 
SUPPORT  FOR  THIS  ESSENTIAL  PROJECT  AND  TO  ASSURE  YOU  THAT  IT  REMAINS 
A  HIGH  PRIORITY  IN  OUR  CONTINUING  EFFORTS  TO  MEET  OUR 
RESPONSIBILITIES  AS  THE  REGIONAL  SURFACE  WATER  SUPPLIER. 
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TRINITY  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 

1996  CONGRESSIONAL  HEARINGS 

DELEGATE  NAMES  AND  ADDRESSES 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


Trinity  Improvement  Association: 

Mr.  Preston  Geren 

Chairman 

Trinity  Improvement  Association 

4200  South  Hulen,  Suite  619 

Fort  Worth,  TX  76109 

Mr.  Chartes  Lively 
Executive  Vice  President 
Trinity  Improvement  Association 
660  South  Zang  Blvd. 
Dallas,  TX  75208 

Mr.  I.  M.  Rice 

Immediate  Past  Exec.  Vice  President 

Trinity  Improvement  Association 

660  South  Zang  Blvd. 

Dallas.  TX  75208 


Trinity  River  Authority  of  Texas: 

Mr.  David  Jenkins 

President 

Trinity  River  Authority 

P  O.  Box  60 

Artlngton,  TX  76004 

Mr.J.  Sam  Scott 
Executive  Services  Manager 
Trinity  River  Authority 
P.  O.  Box  60 
Ariington,  TX  76004 

Port  of  Liberty  Commission: 

Mr.  John  Hebert,  Commissioner 
Port  of  Liberty  Commission 
P.  O.  Box  876 
Liberty,  TX  77575 

Mr.  Emie  Zieschang,  Commissioner 
Port  of  Liberty  Commission 
P.  O.  Box  3007 
Liberty,  TX  77575 


Mr.  Jeff  Winter 

Director 

Port  of  Liberty  Commission 

P.  O.  Box  3007 

Liberty,  TX  77575 

Tarrant  County  Water  Control  & 
Improvement  District  No.  1 : 

Mr.  Wayne  Owen 

Manager  of  Planning  &  Development 

Tarrant  County  WC  &  ID  No.  1 

P.  O.  Box  4508 

Fort  Worth,  TX  76164-0508 

North  Central  Teas  Council 
of  Governments: 

Mr.  Gary  Skaggs 

Chairman,  Trinity  River  Corridor 

Steering  Committee 

North  Central  Texas  COG 

P.  O  Box  5888 

Ariington,  TX  76005-5888 

Mr.  John  Promise 

Director,  Environmental  Resources 

NCTCOG 

P.  O.  Box  5888 

Ariington,  TX  76005-5888 

City  of  Houston: 

Mr.  Frederick  A.  Perrenot 

General  Manager  of  Public 

Utilities 

City  of  Houston 

P  O.  Box  1562 

Houston,  TX  77251 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much.  Mr.  Chapman  has  expressed 
his  disappointment  he  couldn't  be  here  today,  but  he  had  another 
schedule  he  had  to  keep. 

Our  colleague  from  Texas,  Mr.  Wilson,  also  has  a  statement  that 
will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

[The  statement  of  the  Honorable  Charles  Wilson  follows:] 
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March  5,  1996 

STATEMENT 

By  U.S.  Representative  Charles  Wilson  of  Texas 
before  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Subcommittee. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  testify 
regarding  Water  Resource  Projects  in  the  State  of  Texas, 
particularly  those  in  or  affecting  the  Second  Congressional 
District,  which  I  represent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Congress  Appropriated  $5  million  in  Fiscal  Year 
1996  for  the  continuation  of  the  Wallisville  Saltwater  Project. 
•  Construction  is  progressing  on  this  important  project  in  which  the 
City  of  Houston,  the  Chambers -Liberty  Counties  Navigation  District, 
and  the  Trinity  River  Authority  serve  as  local  sponsors.   I  have 
been  given  no  indication  whether  the  President  has  included  any 
funds  for  the  Wallisville  Saltwater  Project  in  his  proposed  Budget 
for  Fiscal  Year  1997,  and  I  strongly  urge  the  Subcommittee  to 
provide  the  necessary  spending  capability  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
for  this  purpose. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  also  like  to  recommend  that  the 
Subcommittee  support  the  appropriate  spending  capability  for  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  for  continued  operations  and  maintenance 
dredging  of  the  Trinity  River  to  Liberty,  Texas. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  We  will  miss  you,  too.  Thank  you. 


Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
GULF  INTERCOASTAL  WATERWAY 

WITNESS 

DOUG  SVENDSON,  JR.,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  GULF  DVTRACOASTAL 
CANAL  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Myers.  We  are  3  or  4  minutes  ahead  of  time,  but  we  will 
be  pleased  at  this  time  to  hear  Mr.  Doug  Svendson,  who  is  Execu- 
tive Director  of  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Canal  Association. 

Your  prepared  statement  wiU  be  placed  in  the  record,  and  you 
may  proceed  in  the  next  5  minutes  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Svendson.  I  understand  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Thank  you  very  much  and  good  morning. 

I  am  Doug  Svendson,  executive  director  of  the  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Canal  Association.  We  are  based  in  Lafayette,  Louisiana,  and  I 
think  since  you  said  my  testimony  will  be  placed  in  the  area,  there 
are  just  a  couple  of  areas  I  would  Uke  to  highlight  for  the  commit- 
tee. 

I  place — in  addition  to  emphasis  on  certain  of  the  projects  that 
we  endorse  on  the  first  page  of  my  testimony,  I  place  a  great  deal 
of  emphasis  on  operations  and  maintenance,  that  particular  pro- 
gram of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  because  we  believe  that 
to  some  extent  we  have  a  mature  inland  waterway  system. 

There  will  still  be  a  necessity  to  construct  some  projects  in  the 
next  10  to  15  years,  but  for  the  time  being,  and  in  particular  be- 
cause of  budget  constraints,  we  feel  that  it  is  extremely  important 
that  sufficient  funding  be  made  available  through  the  operations 
and  maintenance  accounts  so  that  we  can  keep  intact  the  system 
that  we  already  have  to  date. 

The  big  advantage  that  our  commodities  producers  in  this  coun- 
try have  over  their  foreign  competition  has  historically  been  the 
transportation  and  distribution  system  and  the  efficiency  that  it  af- 
fords our  producers  and  our  manufacturers.  And  we  believe  that, 
as  I  just  said,  as  the  Congress  faces  budget  constraints  in  the  fu- 
ture, everything  should  be  done  that  is  possible  to  do  in  order  to 
provide  funds  to  keep  that  system  operating  in  an  efficient  manner. 

There  are  a  couple  of  characteristics  about  the  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Waterway  that  I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  committee's  attention 
just  to  make  the  point  about  the  importance  of  operations  and 
maintenance  funds.  It  is  an  11,050  mile  long  waterway  that 
stretches  from  the  bend  in  the  Florida  Coast  all  the  way  around 
the  Gulf  Coast  to  Brownsville,  Texas,  on  the  Rio  Grande.  Inciden- 
tally, we  also  believe  in  the  coming  years  it  is  very  likely  that  that 
end  of  the  waterway  will  see  even  more  traffic  and  more  develop- 
ment under  the  trade  agreement  that  we  have  with  the  govern- 
ment of  Mexico. 

Because  the  waterway  traverses  the  coastlines  of  these  five 
States  and  is  constantly  subject  to  tidal  influence  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  shoaling  that  takes  place.  That  requires  maintenance  dredg- 
ing, and  it  is  important  to  keep  the  channel  at  its  authorized  depth 
throughout  the  entire  length. 


1334 

In  addition,  in  the  New  Orleans  district,  there  is  a  constant  com- 
petition, if  you  put  it  that  way,  between  navigation  and  flood  con- 
trol— which  Mr.  Myers,  I  am  sure,  you  are  familiar  with — and  we 
spent  a  lot  of  time  working  with  the  New  Orleans  district  to  make 
certain  that  navigation  and  flood  control  are  compatible  because 
flood  waters  from  something  like  32  States  of  the  lower  48  must 
cross  the  GIWW  on  the  way  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  That  also  raises 
a  significance  of  maintenance  dredging. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  a  summary  of  my  statement.  I  very  much 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  here. 

I  have  only  had  the  opportunity  this  year  and  last  year  to  testify 
before  this  committee,  but  I  have  known  you  and  Mr.  Bevill  for 
years  before  that,  along  with  Mr.  Chapman,  and  I  and  my  associa- 
tion both  wish  both  of  you  very  well  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much.  Thank  you  for  your  fine  testi- 
mony. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Svendson  follows:] 
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Mr   Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Doug  Svendson,  Executive 
Director  of  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Canal  Association    GICA  is  the  oldest  continuously 
operating  waterway  organization  in  the  country.  The  waterway  cames  1 1 7  million  tons  of 
freight  annually,  which  places  us  third  in  volume  behind  the  Mississippi  and  Ohio  rivers 

Our  Association  endorses  and  strongly  supports  the  work  of  the  Army  corps  of  Engineers 
in  its  on  going  operations  and  maintenance  program.  Adequately  funded,  this  program  is 
absolutely  critical  to  safe  and  efficient  operations  along  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway 
and,  in  fact,  the  entire  inland  and  coastal  waterways  system.  We  support  the  maximum  this 
Committee  is  able  to  appropriate  for  this  purpose.  See  additional  discussion  under 
Operations  and  Maintenance,  page  2. 

GICA  supports  an  add-on  for  operations  and  maintenance  funds  for  the  Mobile  District  due 
to  costs  incurred  following  Hurricane  Opal.  The  Mobile  Distnct  had  to  spend  additional 
funds  in  clean  up  activities,  which  resulted  in  the  transfer  of  money  from  other  areas  of  the 
District's  budget. 

GICA  also  requests  reservation  of  the  right  to  amend  our  testimony,  in  writing,  once 
precise  details  of  the  Civil  Works  program  budget  are  made  available  by  the  Administration 
later  this  month. 

GICA  also  supports  funding  at  the  Corps'  full  capability  for  continuation  of  the  project  to 
enlarge  the  Victoria,  Texas,  Channel  to  make  it's  dimensions  compatible  with  those  on  the 
Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway. 

GICA  supports  funding  for  the  beach  erosion  control  project  at  Sargent,  Texas,  at  the 
Corps'  full  capability. 

GICA  supports  continuing  appropriations  for  the  Industrial  Canal  Lock  at  New  Orleans, 
Louisiana.  The  present  lock  is  located  at  the  junction  of  the  Mississippi  River  and  the  Gulf 
Intracoastal  Waterway.  Future  traffic  growth  and  the  importance  of  the  lock  to  the  regional 
and  national  economy  justify  it's  replacement. 

GICA  also  supports  continuing  appropriations  for  the  Intracoastal  Waterway  Locks, 
Louisiana  study,  which  includes  all  the  locks  on  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  in 
Louisiana  west  of  the  Mississippi  River.  The  study  is  evaluating  which  improvements  will 
maximize  efficiency  of  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  and  it's  connections  with  the 
Mississippi  River  while  minimizing  costs. 

Last  year  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  deleted  funding  for  one  Section  216  study 
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of  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  from  Corpus  Christi  to  Port  O'Connor.  We  hope  that 
precedent  will  not  be  repeated  in  this  year's  bill  with  respect  to  other  Section  216  studies 
which  are  used  to  evaluate  changes  in  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  that  have  occurred 
since  the  project's  completion. 

The  Galveston  District  is  presently  reviewing  serious  navigation  problems  at  the  point  at 
which  the  Colorado  River  crosses  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway.  Included  in  this  Section 
216  study,  Brazos  River  to  Port  O'Connor,  are  methods  to  mitigate  tidal  currents  which 
affect  control  of  tows  between  the  pontoon  bridge  and  lock  entrance,  as  well  as  river 
currents  that  affect  proper  alignment  of  a  tow  with  locks  on  the  west  side  of  the  Colorado 
River. 

This  section  216  study  will  determine  the  best  means  to  correct  serious  navigation 
problems  which  resulted  from  earlier  efforts  to  increase  the  flow  of  fresh  water  into 
Matagorda  Bay.  We  hope  that  fiinds  for  this  project  will  not  be  delayed. 

OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Shallow  draft  water  transportation  is  no  longer  principally  concerned  with  moving  low 
value,  non-time  sensitive  commodities.  It's  focus  today  is  on  close  coordination  between 
earner  and  shipper  in  a  physically  and  environmentally  safe  operating  environment  in 
which  on  time  and  just  in  time  deliveries  are  crucial  to  manufacturing  and  distribution.  For 
this  total  logistics  system  to  work,  especially  on  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  and  our 
connecting  waterways,  a  well  maintained,  safe,  and  efficient  waterway  is  required. 

We  do  not  know  what  President  Clinton's  budget  will  recommend  for  fiscal  year  1997,  but 
there  has  been  industry  speculation  that  a  1 5%  reduction  in  operations  and  maintenance 
funding  is  plaimed.  This  is  a  major  reduction  in  readiness  and  efficiency,  especially 
coming  on  top  of  earlier  cutbacks  through  the  Corps  restructuring  program.  When  this 
Subcommittee  has  the  benefit  of  a  sufficiently  detailed  Clinton  Administration  budget  for 
Fiscal  year  1997,  we  strongly  reconrunend  you  carefully  evaluate  any  cuts  in  the  O  &  M 
allowance  that  will  make  more  difficult  the  task  of  insuring  physical  and  environmental 
safety  and  overall  system  efficiency. 

As  is  the  case  with  most  of  our  waterways,  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  contains  a 
mixture  of  old  and  newer  locks  and  floodgates.  In  keeping  with  priorities  that  must  be 
established  due  to  budget  constraints,  the  industry  knows  that  unlimited  construction 
programs  are  not  feasible  into  the  future.  It  is  a  given  that  the  more  you  construct  the  more 
you  must  operate  and  maintain,  at  increasingly  heavy  costs. 

GICA,  therefore,  espouses  a  rational  water  development  program  to  preserve  and  constantly 
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upgrade  the  system  we  have.  Timeliness  is  of  vital  concern  to  our  shippers.  Safety,  both 
physical  and  environmental,  is  equally  important  to  both  carriers  and  shippers.  To 
constantly  maintain  this  objective  requires  a  system  wide  commitment  of  financial 
resources. 

Even  in  very  difficult  budget  times,  the  overall  return  will  be  worth  the  O  &  M 
expenditures.  If  the  commitment  is  made  we  will  avoid  the  risk  of  loss  of  foreign  markets 
to  other  nation's  agricultural,  chemical,  and  petroleum  commodities  producers,  and  we  will 
minimize  our  own  transportation  costs  by  avoiding  accidents  and  environmental  damage. 
Ultimately,  if  not  properly  maintained  the  system  will  not  be  able  to  operate. 

OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE.  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESTORATION 

Other  responsibilities  of  the  Corps,  such  as  environmental  restoration,  can  have  severe 
impacts  on  overall  system  maintenance.  I  bring  this  to  the  Committee's  attention  because 
O  &  M  funds  have  been  used,  and  may  be  used  again,  to  protect  habitat  of  endangered 
species,  to  combat  coastal  erosion,  and  to  use  dredged  material  in  a  beneficial  manner. 

In  our  industry,  there  is  a  general  expectation,  as  already  noted,  of  shrinking  financial 
resources  for  the  Civil  Works  program.  As  this  occurs,  everyone  is  going  to  have  to  realize 
that  belt  tightening  squeezes  all  interests,  across  the  board.  We  do  not  believe  it  is  fair,  or 
good  polity,  for  expensive  environmental  restoration  projects  to  have  unlimited  access  to 
O&M  funds  at  the  same  time  that  navigation  expenditures  are  being  limited. 

Everyone  I  know  both  within  and  outside  our  industry  supports  measures  to  protect  and 
enhance  the  environment.  Quite  often,  however,  these  measures  are  costly  and  for  the 
future  must  be  brought  within  overall  budget  constraints. 

That  concludes  our  statement  Mr.  Chairman,  and  on  behalf  of  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Canal 
Association  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  share  our  views  with  this  distinguished 
Committee. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECTS 

WITNESSES 

HON.  TIM  HUTCHINSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  ARKANSAS 

WALLACE  A.  GIERINGER,  CHAIRMAN,  ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN  INTER- 
STATE COMMITTEE 

Mr.  Myers.  Tim,  are  you  ready  to  come  forward  with  your  Ar- 
kansas River  Basin  Interstate  Committee? 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  I  am. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  will  recognize  you  for  the  next  15  minutes. 

Your  prepared  statement,  as  usual,  will  be  placed  in  the  record, 
and  you  may  proceed  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill,  it  is  so  good  to  be 
before  you  again  today.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  be- 
fore your  committee  today  on  behalf  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin 
Interstate  Committee. 

And  I  want  to  thank  you  for  not  only  the  reception  but  for  the 
strong  support  that  you  have  given  this  group  in  years  past.  I  know 
the  group  looks  forward  to  this  annual  trip  to  Washington  to  up- 
date you  on  the  progress  of  their  work  and  to  solicit  your  continued 
support. 

Shortly,  you  will  hear  testimony  from  Mr.  Wally  Gieringer, 
Chairman  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee,  who 
joins  me  here  at  the  table  and  who  will  testify  on  behalf  of  the  five 
member  States.  Representatives  from  the  member  States  will  also 
be  entering  remarks  for  the  record. 

I  know  you  are  quite  familiar,  as  we  get  here  every  year,  with 
the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  as  well  as  the  entire  McClel- 
lan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System.  This  particular 
project  is  absolutely  essential  to  the  continued  viability  of  this  very 
important  part  of  the  national  transportation  system.  I  think  to 
lose  that  viability  for  the  McClellan-Kerr  system  would  be  a  tre- 
mendous loss  of  investment  and  would  truly  be  a  national  tragedy. 

Your  committee  has  appropriated  fiinds  for  this  ongoing  project 
over  the  last  6  years.  This  year,  the  interstate  committee  is  re- 
questing $16  million  for  use  in  fiscal  year  1997  for  this  urgently 
needed  facility. 

This  figure  is  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  approved  schedule  of 
construction  funding  for  fiscal  year  1997,  and  I  want  to  strongly 
add  my  voice  of  support  for  their  request.  I  would  point  out  that 
the  McClellan-Kerr  system  is  not  only  vital  to  the  State  of  Arkan- 
sas but  benefits  many  of  the  surroun^ng  States  as  well. 

I  think  it  is  essential  from  an  environmental  standpoint,  as  well 
as  from  an  economic  standpoint,  that  we  see  this  lock  and  dam  con- 
structed. Though  it  is  expensive  in  the  next  few  years,  in  the  long- 
run  it  will  save  the  American  taxpayer  enormously  when  the 
project  is  eventually  completed. 

So  in  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  again  for  your 
past  support. 

Mr.  Gieringer  knows  far  more  about  this  and  can  give  you  a 
much  more  comprehensive  overview. 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you. 

I  would  now  like  to  turn  it  over  to  Mr.  Gieringer. 

Mr.  Gieringer.  Congressman,  thank  you  very  much. 

We  appreciate  your  complete  support.  Gentlemen,  it  is  a  pleasure 
to  be  with  you  again. 

We  are  here  being  appointed  by  the  Governors  of  the  States  of 
Arkansas,  Colorado,  Kansas,  Missouri  and  Oklahoma,  as  the  Ar- 
kansas River  Basin  Interstate  Committee.  As  chairman,  I  speak  for 
the  committee  and  respectfully  request  that  copies  of  each  State's 
individual  statements  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  along  with  this 
testimony.  We  collectively  have  the  responsibility  to  coordinate 
water  resource  matters  among  the  States  we  serve  and  to  speak  for 
the  Arkansas  River  Basin  appearances  before  committees  of  Con- 
gress. 

Today,  members  of  our  committee  and  others  from  our  States  are 
present  in  support  of  this  request.  With  your  permission,  I  would 
ask  them  to  raise  so  they  can  be  recognized. 

Mr.  Knollenberg.  So  ordered. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  are  pleased  to  have  each  of  you  here,  especially 
you,  Tim,  our  good  colleague. 

Mr.  Gieringer.  Thank  you  very  much. 

You  might  ask,  how  has  the  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System 
fared?  Well,  the  Institute  for  Water  Resources  evaluated  the 
McClellan-Kerr  and  asked  that  and  other  questions.  They  were: 
Did  the  project  work? 

Their  response  was,  yes. 

Did  the  benefits  exceed  costs? 

Yes. 

Is  it  the  best  thing  since  sliced  bread? 

Perhaps. 

Did  the  rest  of  the  United  States  lose  while  the  river  corridor 
gained? 

No. 

What  about  the  environment? 

Improved. 

The  institute  reported  the  McClellan-Kerr  project  aifects  all  re- 
gions of  the  Nation  due  to  trade  and  production  interrelationships. 
Almost  as  many  jobs  are  created  in  areas  outside  the  river  corridor 
counties  as  in  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma  and  in  the  48  remaining 
mainland  States,  as  in  the  corridor.  Truly,  the  investment  is  of  na- 
tional importance  with  benefits  flowing  throughout  the  Nation. 

Today,  the  McClellan-Kerr  continues  to  be  a  success  story.  The 
$1.4  billion  Federal  investment  triggered  an  additional  $3.5  billion 
in  private  and  public  investments,  some  53,000  jobs  and  trading 
partners  have  been  created  in  43  countries  on  6  continents.  1995 
was  another  record  year  for  tonnage  for  the  river.  That  is  the  good 
news. 

Our  five  States  and  the  Nation  can  be  justifiably  proud  of  the 
navigation  system.  We  are  forever  grateful  to  this  important  com- 
mittee, the  work  that  you  have  undertaken  to  make  this  success 
story  a  reality. 

The  bad  news  is,  the  viability  of  the  entire  system,  the  invest- 
ments, the  jobs,  the  international  trade,  are  at  risk.  They  are 
threatened  and  will  continue  to  be  threatened  until  Montgomery 
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Point  Lock  and  Dam  is  constructed  a  half  a  mile  from  the  con- 
fluence of  the  entrance  channel  and  the  Mississippi  River. 

Let  me  explain;  the  water  level  of  the  Mississippi  River  controls 
the  level  of  the  water  for  the  entrance  channel.  This  is  the  first  10 
miles  of  the  navigation  system.  In  recent  years,  the  surface  of  the 
Mississippi  has  dropped,  resulting  in  navigation  restrictions  and 
occasional  closing  of  the  entrance  channel. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  already  found  it  necessary  to  dredge 
to  the  depth  of  the  concrete  sill  of  Norell  Lock  and  Dam,  which  is 
10  miles  upstream,  just  to  maintain  a  9-foot  channel.  The  lowering 
of  the  water  level  of  the  Mississippi  is  projected  by  the  Corps  to 
continue.  With  projected  water  stages,  the  navigable  depth  of  the 
entrance  channel  will  become  less  and  less.  The  carrying  capacity 
for  barges  going  to  and  from  the  system  will  be  drastically  reduced. 

By  2030,  not  even  empty  tows  will  be  able  to  enter  or  leave  the 
system.  They  will  be  resting  on  the  bottom  with  no  water. 

The  entire  system  remains  at  risk  until  Montgomery  Point  is 
completed.  Meanwhile,  the  investments,  the  jobs  and  the  growing 
exports  are  endangered.  The  needed  lock  and  dam  was  in  the  origi- 
nal McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  Project.  Be- 
cause of  congressional  insistence,  the  construction  authority  re- 
mains open.  We  are  thankful  that  Congress  in  Public  Law  102-580 
directed  that  the  Secretary,  quote,  "shall  proceed  expeditiously 
with  design,  land  acquisition  and  construction  of  Montgomery  Point 
Lock  and  Dam  on  the  White  River,  Arkansas,  authorized  as  part 
of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Waterway." 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  also  grateful  that  you  and  your  associates, 
the  Congress  and  the  administration  have  recognized  the  urgency 
of  constructing  Montgomery  Point.  Appropriations  of  $18.6  million 
have  been  made  to  date  for  engineering,  site  acquisition  and  con- 
struction of  this  $163  million  project.  That  is  using  1993  dollars, 
which  is  the  only  report  that  we  have. 

It  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  2003.  Yet,  time  is  of  the  essence. 
And  additional  congressional  action  is  needed  and  we  implore  you 
this  year;  please  prevent  a  crisis  for  the  McClellan-Kerr  and  the 
multistate  region  that  it  serves.  We  respectfully  request  and  urge 
the  Congress  to  appropriate  $16  million  for  fiscal  year  1997  to  con- 
tinue construction  for  this  urgently  needed  facility. 

This  rounded  amount  is  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  approved 
schedule  of  construction  funding  for  fiscal  year  1997.  This  funding 
will  ensure  that  the  urgently  needed  facility  is  in  operation  as  soon 
as  possible  at  the  lowest  possible  cost. 

We  also  respectfully  request,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  you  and  the 
members  of  your  staff  review  and  respond  in  a  favorable  way,  posi- 
tive way,  to  the  attached  individual  statements  from  our  respective 
States.  These  set  forth  specific  requests  pertaining  to  those  States. 

We  sincerely  appreciate  your  consideration,  your  assistance.  We 
thank  you  for  your  foresight,  your  wisdom,  resourcefulness,  that 
you  and  your  colleagues  demonstrate  each  and  every  year  in  pro- 
viding solutions  to  our  Nation's  water  resource  problems. 

Mr.  Myers,  and  Mr.  Bevill,  this  is  our  last  chance  to  appear  be- 
fore you  and  we  hold  you  both  in  the  greatest  esteem  and  wish  you 
everything  best  for  you  and  for  your  families. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Gieringer  follows:] 
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SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

APPROPIUATIONS  COMMITTEE 

UNITED  STATES  SENATE 

and 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  5,  1996 


The  entire  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  remains  at  risi<  until 
Montgomery  Point  is  completed.  Meanwhile,  some  SS  billion  in  federal  and  private 
investments,  thousands  of  jobs  and  growing  exports  are  endangered.  The  needed  lock  and 
dam  was  in  the  original  project  Because  of  Congressional  insistence,  the  construction 
authority  remains  open. 

We  respectfully  request  and  urge  the  Congress  to  appropriate  SI 6  million  for  use  in  FY  '97  to 
continue  construction  for  the  urgendy  needed  facility.  This  rounded  amount  is  from  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  approved  schedule  of  construction  funding  for  FY  '97  (at  1993  prices).  This 
funding  will  insure  that  the  urgently  needed  facility  is  in  operation  as  soon  as  possible  at  the 
lowest  possible  cost 
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STATEMENT  OF 
ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN  INTERSTATE  COMMITTEE 

to 

THE  CHAIRMAN 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

UNITED  STATES  SENATE 

and 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  5, 1996 


Mr.  Oiairman  and  members  of  this  distinguished  Committee,  my  name  is  Wallace  Gieringer  1  am  Chairman  of  the  Arkansas 
River  Basin  Interstate  Committee,  members  of  which  are  appointed  by  the  governors  of  the  great  stales  of  Arkansas, 
Colorado,  Kaasas,  Missouri  and  Oklahoma.  As  Chairman,  I  am  the  speaker  for  the  Committee  and  respectfully  request  that 
the  copies  of  each  state's  individual  statement  be  made  a  part  of  the  record,  along  with  this  testimony 

We  collectively  have  the  responsibility  to  coordinate  water  resource  matters  among  the  stales  wc  serve  and  to  speak  for  the 
Arkansas  River  Basin  in  appearances  before  conunittees  of  Congress  and  regulatory  agencies.  Today  members  of  the 
Interstate  Committee  and  others  from  our  states  are  present  in  support  of  our  request. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  members  of  the  Interstate  Committee  have  agreed  to  focus  on  one  subject  vital  to  the  five-state  area  and 
beyond  -  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  and  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam. 

You  might  ask,  how  has  the  Navigation  System  faired?  The  Institute  for  Water  Resources  in  1983  evaluated  the  McClellan- 
Ken  and  asked  that  and  other  questions.  They  were: 

Did  the  project  work? YES 

Do  benefits  exceed  costs? YES 

Is  it  the  best  thing  since  sliced  bread? PERHAPS 

Did  the  rest  of  the  United  States  lose 

while  the  river  corridor  gained? NO 

What  about  the  environment? IMPROVED 


The  Institute  reported:  "The  McClellan-Kerr  Project  affects  all  regions  of  the  nation  due  to  trade  and  production 
interrelationships.  Almost  as  many  jobs  are  created  in  areas  outside  the  river  corridor  (counties),  in  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma 
and  in  the  48  remaining  mainland  Slates,  as  in  the  corridor."  Truly  this  investment  is  of  national  importance  with  benefits 
flowing  throughout  the  nation. 

Today,  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  continues  to  be  a  success  story.  The  $1.4  billion  federal 
infrastructure  investment  authorized  by  Congress  has  triggered  an  additional  S3. 5  billion  in  public  and  private  investments. 
Some  53,000  jobs  have  been  created.  Trading  partners  have  been  developed  in  forty-three  countries  on  six  continents.     1 995 
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was  another  record  year  for  tonnage,  with  over  1 1  million  tons  of  commodities  barged. 

That's  the  good  news.  And  our  five  states  and  the  nation  can  be  justifiably  proud  of  this  navigation  system  and  forever 
gratefiil  to  this  important  committee  and  the  Congress  for  making  it  a  reality. 

The  bad  news  is  that  the  viability  of  the  entire  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System,  the  investments,  the  jobs  and  the 
intemation'l  trade  are  at  risk.  They  are  threatened  and  will  continue  to  be  threatened  until  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam 
is  constructed  Vi  mile  from  the  confluence  of  the  entrance  channel  and  the  Mississippi  River. 

Let  me  explain: 

•  The  water  level  of  the  Mississippi  River  controls  the  level  of  the  entrance  channel.  In  recent  years  the 
surface  of  the  Mississippi  has  dropped  resulting  in  navigation  restrictions  on  and  occasional  closing  of  the 
entrance  channel.  Ihc  Corps  of  Engineers  has  already  found  it  necessary  to  dredge  to  the  depth  of  the 
concrete  sill  of  Norrell  Lock  and  Dam  -  the  first  dam  upstream  -just  to  maintain  a  9'  entrance  charmel 
(exhibit  1). 

•  This  dropping  of  the  water  level  of  the  Mississippi  is  projected  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue. 
With  projected  water  stages,  the  navigable  depth  of  the  entrance  channel  will  become  less  and  less.  The 
carrying  capacity  for  barges  going  to  or  from  the  system  will  be  drastically  reduced.  By  2030,  not  even 
empty  tows  will  be  able  to  enter  or  leave  the  navigation  system.  They  will  be  resting  on  the  bottom  with 
no  water! 

The  entire  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  remains  at  risk  until  Montgomery  Point  is  completed.  Meanwhile,  some 
SS  billion  in  federal  and  private  investments,  thousands  of  jobs  and  growing  exports  are  endangered.  The  needed  lock 
and  dam  was  in  the  original  project.  Because  of  Congressional  insistence,  the  construction  authority  remains  open. 

We  are  thankful  the  Congress,  in  Public  Law  102-580  directed  that  "The  Secretary  shall  proceed  expeditiously  with  design, 
land  acquisition,  and  construction  of  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  on  the  White  River,  Arkansas,  authorized  as  part 
of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Waterway  by  Section  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  24,  1946." 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  also  very  grateful  that  you,  your  associates,  the  Congress  and  the  Administration  have  recognized  the 
urgency  of  constructing  Montgomery  Point.  Appropriations  of  $18.6  million  have  been  made  to  date  for  engineering,  site 
acquisition  and  construction  of  this  $163  million  project  (1993  dollars)  scheduled  for  completion  in  2003.  Yet,  time  remains 
of  essence.  Additional  congressional  action  is  needed  this  year. 

We  respectfully  request  and  urge  the  Congress  to  appropriate  $16  million  for  use  in  FY  '97  to  continue  coiutniction 
for  this  urgently  needed  facility.  This  rounded  amount  is  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers  approved  schedule  of 
construction  funding  for  FY  '97  (at  1993  prices).  This  funding  will  insure  that  the  urgently  needed  facility  is  in 
operation  as  soon  as  possible  at  the  lowest  possible  cost. 


Mr.  Chairman,  we  also  respectfully  request  that  you  and  members  of  your  staff  review  and  respond  in  a  positive  way  to  the 
attached  individual  statements  from  each  of  our  states.  These  set  forth  specific  requests  pertaining  to  those  states. 

We  sincerely  appreciate  your  consideration  and  assistance.  Thank  you  very  much  for  the  foresight,  wisdom  and 
resourcefulness  you  and  your  colleagues  demonstrate  each  and  every  year  in  providing  solutions  to  our  nation's  water 
resource  problems. 
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STATEMENT  OF 

WALLACE  A.  GIERINGER,  CHAIRMAN  FOR  ARKANSAS 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN  INTERSTATE  COMMITTEE 

to 

THE  CHAIRMAN 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

UNITED  STATES  SENATE 

and 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

RELATIVE  TO  APPROPRIATION  FOR  THE  COMPREHENSIVE 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN  FOR  FY  1997 

MARCH  5,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  my  name  is  Wallace  Gieringer  I  am  the  recently  retired  Executive  Director 
of  the  Pine  Bluff-Jefferson  County  Port  Authority  and  serve  as  Arkansas  Chairman  for  the  Interstate  Committee.  Other 
committee  members  representing  Arkansas  are  Messrs.  Wayne  Bennett,  soybean  and  nee  farmer  from  Lonoke;  Colonel 
Charles  D  Maynard,  US  Army,  retired,  from  Little  Rock,  Barry  McKuin,  Executive  Vice  President  for  Winrock  Farms, 
Inc.,  at  Momlton,  and  N.  M.  "Buck"  Shell,  Transportation  Specialist  from  Fort  Smith. 

The  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  is  quite  a  success  story  The  $14  billion  federal  infrastructure 
investment  authonzed  by  the  Congress  has  Inggered  an  additional  $3  5  billion  in  public  and  private  investments.  Some 
53,000  jobs  have  been  created.  Trading  partners  have  been  developed  in  forty-three  countries  on  six  continents 

Today  the  fijture  of  this  wonderful  navigation  system  is  threatened.  Let  me  explain. 

*  The  water  level  of  the  Mississippi  River  controls  the  level  of  the  entrance  channel.  In  recent  years 
the  surface  of  the  Mississippi  River  has  dropped  resulting  in  navigation  restrictions  on  and  occasional 
closing  of  the  entrance  channel 

♦  The  low  water  level  of  the  Mississippi  River  is  projected  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  to 
decline  Consequently,  the  navigable  depth  of  the  entrance  channel  will  continue  to  become  less  and 
less  thereby  drastically  reducing  the  carrying  capacity  for  barges  going  to  or  from  the  system  By 
2030,  not  even  empty  tows  will  be  able  to  enter  or  leave  the  navigation  system.  They  will  be  resting 
on  the  bottom  with  no  water 

•  The  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  to  be  constructed  '/j  mile  from  the  confluence  will  insure 
reliable  navigation,  protect  the  billions  m  federal  and  pnvale  investments,  and  preserve  thousands  of 
jobs  related  to  the  waterway 

We  are  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  tlvink  you  and  the  members  of  this  most  important  committee  for  your  past  a^istance.  We 
are  very  grateful  that  you,  your  associates,  the  Congress  and  the  Administration  have  recognized  the  urgency  of  constructing 
Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam.  Appropriations  of  $18  6  million  have  been  made  to  date  for  engineering,  site  acquisition 
and  construction  for  this  $163  million  project  (1993  dollars)  scheduled  for  completion  in  2003. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee,  we  respectfully  request  and  urge  the  Congress  to  appropriate  $16 
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million  for  use  in  FY  '97  to  continue  construction  for  this  urgently  needed  facility.  This  rounded  amount  is  from 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  approved  schedule  of  construction  funding  for  FY  '97.  This  funding  will  insure  that  the 
urgently  needed  facility  is  in  operation  as  soon  as  possible  at  the  lowest  possible  cost 

Other  projects  in  our  region  are  vital  to  the  environmental,  social  and  economic  well-being  of  the  region  and  our  nation  We 
recognize  the  importance  of  continued  construction  of  needed  features  to  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation 
System  and  strongly  recommend  that  you  favorably  consider  the  following  m  your  deliberations  when  budgetary  information 
IS  available: 

Support  continued  funding  for  the  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas 
River  Navigation  System. 

Continue  construction  authority  for  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  Project  until  remaining 
problems  identified  by  the  Little  Rock  Distnct  Corps  of  Engineers  have  been  satisfactorily  resolved 

Fund  construction  activities  for  the  Arkansas  River  Levees  Project  as  authonzed  by  Section  1 1 0  of  the  Water 
Resource  Development  Act  of  1 990  These  levees  have  been  previously  studied  in  the  cost  shared  Arkansas 
River  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma  Feasibility  Study.  Funding  is  needed  for  construction  for  the  rehabilitation  of  the 
Plum  Bayou  and  Tucker  Creek  Levees  and  for  continuing  engineenng  and  design  of  the  others  identified  in  that 
study 

Fund  continued  repair  and  rehabilitation  of  the  power  umts  at  the  Dardanelle  Lock  and  Dam  which  first  went 
into  operation  in  1 965.  After  this  work  is  completed,  power  output  will  be  increased  by  1 3%. 

Direct  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  complete  the  Morgan  Point  Environmental  Restoration  Project  and  allow  the 
local  sponsor  to  receive  credit  for  m-kind  services. 

Provide  funding  and  direct  the  Corps  of  Engmeers  to  complete  the  installation  of  tow  haulage  equipment  at 
Norrell  Dam  and  Dam  2  and  start  mstallation  on  the  locks  and  dams  between  Little  Rock  and  Tulsa  This 
efficiency  feature  will  reduce  lockage  tune  by  as  much  as  50%  while  permitting  tonnage  to  double  in  each  tow 
with  only  a  minor  increase  in  operatmg  cost. 

We  also  urge  the  Congress  to  encourage  the  Military  TrafiSc  Management  Command  to  continue  to  identify  opportunities 
to  accelerate  use  of  the  nation's  navigable  waterways  to  move  military  cargoes  thereby  helping  contain  the  nation's  defense 
costs. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  entire  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  remains  at  risk,  and  its  long-term 
viability  is  threatened.  The  system  wi9  remain  at  risk  until  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  is  constructed,  which 
a  scheduled  for  completion  in  2003.  Some  SS  billion  in  federal  and  private  investments  and  thousands  of  jobs  and 
growing  exports  are  endangered.  The  proposed  lock  and  dam  was  in  the  original  project.  Thanks  to  Congressional 
insistence,  the  construction  authority  remains  open. 

Please  help  prevent  a  crisis  for  the  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  and  the  multi-state  region  it  ser\'es  by 
appropriating  S16  million  for  use  in  FY  '97  for  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam. 

We  fully  endorse  the  statement  presented  to  you  today  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee. 
We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  your  most  important  subcommittee  and  urge  you  to  favorably  consider  our 
request  for  needed  infrastructure  investments  m  the  natural  and  transportation  resources  of  our  nation. 
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Statement  of 
Southeastern  Colorado  Water  Conservancy  District 

Represented  by 
Steve  Arveschoug,  District  General  Manager 

acting  as  a  part  of  the 
Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee 

presented  to 

The  Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Appropriations  Committee 

United  States  Senate 

and 

U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 

March  S,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development,  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  present  these  comments  and  requests.  The  Southeastern  Colorado  Water  Conservancy  District  has  for  many 
years  offered  testimony  before  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  and  the  United  States  Senate  concerning  the  issues  of  the 
Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee  and  more  specifically  the  needs  and  issues  from  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  in 
Colorado. 

Speaking  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  the  nine-county  Southeastern  Colorado  Water  Conservancy  District,  and  here  today  as 
a  participant  in  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee,  I  first  want  to  say  that  we  support  the  priority  funding  request 
of  the  Interstate  Committee  for  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  and  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and 
Dam. 

The  completion  of  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  project,  as  authorized  by  Congress,  is  vital  to  maintain  the  success 
of  federal  and  private  sector  investments  in  the  entire  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System.  The  project  certainly  has  positive 
impacts  for  the  five-states  represented  on  the  Interstate  Committee  Colorado  for  example  exports  over  259,000  tons  of  coal 
and  paper  scrap,  and  imports  over  1 50,000  tons  of  commodities  each  year  using  the  facilities  of  the  McClellan-Kerr 
Arkansas  River  Navigadon  System  Ports.  The  benefits  of  this  navigation  project  are  also  felt  nationwide  as  a  positive  part 
of  our  country's  international  trade  economy.  Your  consideration  of  this  funding  request  is  appreciated. 

Allow  me  to  update  the  Subcommittee  members  on  the  needs  and  issues  in  Colorado's  Arkansas  River  Basin. 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation— Fryingpan-Arkansas  Project 

The  U.S.  Congress  has  long  supported  Colorado's  Fryingpan-Arkansas  Project,  first  granting  legislative  authorization  in 
I  %2.  As  the  major  federally-^xnisored  project  for  water  delivery  on  Colorado\s  Arkansas  River  Basin,  the  Fry- Ark  Project 
continues  to  be  a  good  investment  of  public  resources  (please  note  the  attached  map). 

Over  the  last  ten  years  the  Southeastern  Colorado  Water  Conservancy  District  has  allocated  over  600,000  acre-feet  of 
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valuable  Irans-mountain  water  from  the  diversion  and  storage  systems  of  the  Fry- Ark  Project  to  farms  and  cities  in  the  and 
Arkansas  River  Basin  in  Colorado.  Since  1 970  the  water  users  and  tax  payers  in  the  Distnct  have  paid  over  $49  million 
toward  the  operation  and  maintenance,  and  the  construction  repayment  costs  for  the  Fry-Ark  Project.  It  has  been  a  valuable 
investment  for  the  District's  constituents  Thank  you  for  your  vision  and  commitment  to  the  family  farms  and  communities 
of  Southeastern  Colorado  through  you  support  of  the  Fryingpan- Arkansas  Project 

The  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  will  again  request  funding  for  the  Multipurpose  Operation  and  Maintenance  and  the  Federal 
Project  expenses  for  the  Fryingpan-Arkansas  Project,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members,  I  would  take  this  opporlumty  to 
encourage  your  continued  support  for  this  key  water  delivery  and  power  generation  project. 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Arkansas  River  Channel  Maintenance  Study  Project- 
Following  the  May  15,  1995  United  States  Supreme  Court's  initial  decision  in  the  Kansas  vs  Colorado  lawsuit,  which 
addressed  issues  of  compliance  with  the  Kansas-Colorado  Arkansas  River  Compact,  Colorado  Department  of  Natural 
Resource  officials  met  with  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  discuss  concerns  over  the  river  channel  below  the  Corps 
John  Martin  Reservoir.  River  channel  capacity  below  John  Martin  Reservoir  is  important  for  Uvo  reasons.  First,  in  order 
for  Colorado  to  meet  its  obligations  under  the  River  Compact  it  must  be  able  to  allow  for  the  flow  of  the  unappropnaled 
natural  waters  of  the  river  to  the  state-line  for  use  in  Kansas.  Over  time  the  nvcr  channel  has  tightened  and  now  limits  flows. 
Secondly,  high  waters  from  the  1 995  runoff  caused  damage  to  valuable  farm  land  in  Colorado  and  in  Kansas  With  the  nver 
channel  unmamtained,  peak  runoff  flows  in  the  years  to  come  will  again  cause  damage  to  agricultural  lands. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  agreed  to  work  with  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board  on  this  issue  and  has  identified 
limited  financial  resources  in  the  Planning  Assistance  to  States  Program  to  begin  the  study  process.  It  may  be  necessary  to 
approach  Congress  in  the  future  as  the  study  effort  looks  toward  possible  implementation  of  a  channel  maintenance  program. 
I  will  keep  this  committee  updated  on  this  issue. 

Operations  and  Maintenance  John  Martin  Reservoir  and  Trinidad  Lake— 

These  two  flood  confrol  projects  are  valued  facilities  in  southeastern  Colorado  John  Martin  Reservoir  is  an  important  part 
of  the  annual  Winter  Water  Storage  Program  which  provides  much  needed  irrigation  water  for  farms,  and  the  reservoir  stores 
water  for  both  Kansas  and  Colorado  water  users.  Lake  Trimdad  is  becoming  an  important  recreational  facility  for  the  entire 
region,  in  addition  to  meeting  it's  flood  control  requirements  The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  again  request  funding  from 
Congress  to  maintain  these  federally-operated  projects,  and  I  encourage  your  support  of  these  requests. 

Alamosa  Levee  Project— 

This  project  is  not  in  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  but  certainly  warrants  comments  in  this  forum  today.  Alamosa,  Colorado 
is  in  the  Rio  Grande  River  Basin  and  has  a  need  to  control  flood  waters  from  the  Rio  Grande  River  The  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  requested  funding  for  this  project  over  the  last  few  years  and  has  received  Congressional  authorization  for  the  initial 
phases  of  the  project.  The  completion  of  this  project  will  provide  1 00-year  flood  protection  for  the  City  of  Alamosa  I 
encourage  your  continued  support  of  this  vital  flood  control  project. 

Protection  of  the  States'  Water  Resources 

Colorado  is  an  active  part  of  the  Colorado  River  Endangered  Fish  Recovery  Program,  which  is  a  program  of  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Colorado  River  Compact  Upper  Basm  States.  Water  users  from  the  states  work 
with  the  USFWS,  under  the  leadership  of  state-level  agencies,  to  set  the  objectives  for  the  program  It  is  at  times  a  strained 
relationship,  but  so  far  it  appears  to  work  by  allowing  for  the  proper  balance  between  water  use  and  the  protection  of  the 
natural  environment.  The  major  reason  it  has  experienced  success  is  because,  in  the  case  of  Colorado,  the  state  Water 
Conservation  Board  administers  any  in  stream  flow  water  nghts,  as  prescnbed  by  state  law,  as  may  be  required  for  the 
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operation  of  the  Recovery  Program.  This  is  a  working  example  of  the  need  for  states  to  continue  their  leadership  role  in 
water  resources  management  versus  federal-level  control. 

The  US.  House  of  Representatives  has  been  very  sensitive  to  the  states'  need  to  control  and  administer  the  waters  of  their 
individual  state  Each  state  has  unique  needs  and  demands  on  their  water  resources  and  provides  a  legal  and  administrative 
foundation  for  the  protection  and  delivery  of  the  waters  of  their  state.  The  Congress  has  recognized  the  importance  of 
mamtaining  the  states'  primacy  in  water  resources  administration.  The  continuation  of  that  approach  is  critically  important 
to  Colorado  and  the  other  Western  States  as  Congress  completes  work  on  the  Endangered  Species  Act  reauthorization,  the 
Farm  Bill  and  the  many  other  policy  matters  which  impact  water  users. 

Conclusion- 
Mr.  Chairman  and  Members,  your  time  and  interest  in  these  matters  is  greatly  appreciated.  The  constituents  represented 
by  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee,  and  in  particular  the  Southeastern  Colorado  Water  Conservancy  Distnct, 
feel  that  they  have  established  a  successful  partnership  with  Congress  and  the  many  Federal  agencies  who  work  with  us  in 
providing  the  water  from  the  Fiyingpan-Arkansas  Project,  John  Martin  Reservoir  and  Lake  Trinidad,  as  well  as  the  services 
of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  and  Montgomery  Pomt  Lock  and  Dam.  We  look  forward  to  a 
continuation  of  that  partnership  as  you  address  the  issues  I've  discussed  today. 
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Summary  Statement  of  Kansas 

Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee  Testimony 

to 

The  Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Appropriations  Committee 

United  States  Senate  and  United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Washington  D.C. 

March  5, 1996 

The  water  resource  projects  in  the  Kansas  portion  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  have  been  carefully  reviewed  and  reflect 
accurately  the  need.  Many  of  the  projects  are  safety,  environmental  and  conservation  oriented. 

In  addition  to  the  projects  summarized  below,  we  state  our  unanimous  support  for  the  $16  million  included  in  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  construction  fiinding  schedule  for  the  critical  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  Project  to  maintain  viable 
commerce  of  navigation  between  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  and  the  Mississippi  River. 

We  ask  for  your  support  for  these  important  Bureau  of  Reclamation  projects: 

1 .  City  of  Wkhita/Groundwater  Management  District  Na  2/State  of  Kansas  Groundwater  Recharge 
Demonstration  Project  -  a  multi-year  pilot  project  to  demonstrate  the  feasibility  of  recharging  a  major 
groundwater  resource  supplying  water  to  nearly  500,000  municipal,  industnal  and  irrigation  users  and 
will  also  reduce  potential  degradation  of  the  existmg  groundwater  quality  by  minimizing  migration  of 
saline  water    Continued  funding  request  is  $500,000 

2.  Cheney  Reservoir  -  on  the  North  Fork  of  the  Ninnescah  River  providing  natural  treatment  of  inflows 
in  the  upper  reaches  of  Cheney  Reservoir  to  control  poor  water  quality  due  to  agricultural  runoff.  The 
funding  request  is  $235,000  to  continue  this  important  project. 

3.  On-going  Water  Quality/Environmental  Research  -  Authorization  of  on-going  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
research  is  critical  to  protecting  existing  supplies. 

We  ask  for  your  support  for  these  equally  important  projects  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers: 

1 .  Arkansas  City,  Kansas  Fkiod  Protection  -  to  protect  homes  and  businesses  from  catastrophic  damages 
resulting  from  either  Wahiut  River  or  Arkansas  River  flooding.  FY  '96  fiinding  in  the  amount  of 
$700,000  is  appreciated  and  continued  funding  is  requested  to  complete  the  project. 

2.  Winfield,  Kansas  Fk>od  Protectwn  -  this  project  will  raise  and  extend  an  existing  levee  to  provide  badly 
needed  flood  control  for  the  city  FY  '%  funding  in  the  amount  of  $670,000  is  appreciated  and  continued 
funding  is  requested  to  complete  the  project 

3.  Grand  (Neosho)  River/Basin  -  Research  in  the  amount  of  $500,000  to  $600,000  to  evaluate  the 
adequacy  of  federal  flood  control  easements  around  Grand  Lake  is  needed.  The  existing  problems  and 
needed  solutions  impact  both  Kansas  and  Oklahoma. 

4.  On-going  Water  Quality/Environmental  Protection  Research  -  Authorization  of  on-going  Corps  of 
Engineers  research  is  essential  as  is  demonstration  project  funding. 

5.  Kanapolis  Lake  Water  Quality  Storage  Reallocation  -  We  urge  you  to  support  the  Kansas  Water 
Office  request  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  reallocate  existing  water  quality  storage  for  public  supply 
availability  for  communities. 

We  urge  your  support  of  the  Department  of  Interior  project: 

Quivira  National  Wildlife  Refuge  -  Complete  an  engmeering  study  to  identify  the  watershed-based  options 
available  for  producing  the  most  efficient  use  of  resources  for  the  refuge  and  irrigation  needed  to  support  the  area 
agricultural  economy   The  funding  request  is  $600,000. 


1354 


Gerald  H.  Holman,  Chairman  for  Kansas 
Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee 

to 
The  Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

United  States  Senate 

and 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Washington  D.C. 

March  5, 1996 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  distinguished  Committee,  I  am  Gerald  H.  Holman,  Senior  Vice  President  of  the  Wichita 
Area  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Wichita,  Kansas  and  Chairman  of  the  Kansas  Interstate  Committee  for  the  Arkansas  River 
Basin.  This  statement  is  submitted  today,  representing  the  Kansas  Delegation.  Other  members  of  the  Kansas  Delegation 
are  Arthur  T.  Woodman,  Architect  with  offices  in  Wichita,  and  Frank  Liebert,  Attomey-At-Law,  Coffeyville 

We  are  honored  to  join  with  our  colleagues  from  the  states  of  Arkansas,  Colorado,  Missouri  and  Oklahoma,  which  five  (5) 
states,  including  Kansas,  compnse  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee.  We  appear  before  you  in  unison  today 
and  fully  endorse  the  statement  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee. 

In  addition  to  the  important  projects  listed  below,  we  state  our  unanimous  support  for  the  construction  of  the  critical 
Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  Project  to  maintain  viable  navigation  for  commerce  between  the  McClcllan-Kcrr 
Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  and  the  Mississippi  River.  The  inland  waterway  is  vital  to  the  economic  health  of  the 
five  state  area  and  your  support  is  needed  to  maintain  its  future  viability.  We  hereby  state  our  unanimous  support  for  the  $  1 6 
million  included  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers  construction  flinding  schedule. 

We  are  most  grateful  and  express  our  thanks  to  each  member  of  the  committee  and  the  full  Congress  for  directing,  in  Public 
Law  1 02-580,  that  "The  Secretary  shall  proceed  expeditiously  with  design,  land  acquisition,  and  construction  of  the 
Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  on  the  White  River,  Arkansas,  authorized  as  part  of  the  MeClellan-Kerr  Watenvay  by 
Section  I  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  24,  1 946."  This  will  ensure  that  the  facility  is  in  operation  as  .soon  as  possible 
at  the  lowest  possible  cost. 

The  water  resource  projects  in  the  Kansas  portion  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  have  been  carefiilly  reviewed  by  the  Kansas 
delegation  and  reflect  accurately  the  need.  Many  of  the  projects  are  safety,  environmental  and  conservation  onented  We 
are  grateful  for  your  past  commitment  and  respectfully  request  your  continued  commitment. 

We  ask  for  your  support  for  these  important  Bureau  of  Reclamation  projects  for  the  Wichita  area; 

I.  City  of  Wichita/Groundwater  Management  District  No.  2/State  of    Kansas  Ground  water 

Recharge  Demonstration  Project  -  this  is  the  continuation  of  a  Bureau  of  Reclamation  project  to 
demonstrate  the  feasibility  of  recharging  a  major  groundwater  resource  supplying  water  to  nearly  one-half 
million  municipal,  industnal  and  imgation  users.  We  are  gratefiil  for  the  $1  rmllion  funding  in  FY  '95 
and  FY  '96  This  technology  has  application  to  other  areas  throughout  the  nation  The  fidi  Vale  project, 
when  implemented,  will  capture  flood  flows  fixmi  the  Little  Arkansas  River  providing  water  for  use  dunng 
times  of  low  rainfall  or  dry  conditions  and  will  also  reduce  potential  degradation  of  the  existing 
groundwater  quality  by  minimizing  migration  of  saline  water.  This  project  is  vital  to  the  future  of  the 
metropolitan  Wichita  area  and  surrounding  farming  communities.   FY  '97  funding  in  the  amount  of 
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$500,000  is  requested  for  this  on-going  federally  supported  project  to  cost  share  with  City  of  Wichita 
funding.  Governor  Graves,  supports  this  much  needed  project  as  a  benefit  to  20%  of  the  state's 
population. 

2.  Cheney  Reservoir  -  the  reservoir  is  a  major  and  critical  component  of  Wichita's  water  supply  resources. 
Two  environmental  problems  threaten  the  water  quality  and  longevity  of  the  reservoir.  One  is 
sedimentaUon  from  soil  erosion  and  the  other  is  the  amount  of  phosphates  entering  the  water  resulting  in 
offensive  taste  and  odor  problems.  Potential  pollution  sites  in  the  watershed  above  the  reservoir  have  been 
identified  along  with  best  management  practices  that  can  help  reduce  the  pollution  from  those  sites.  The 
City  of  Wichita  has  committed  $  1  2  million  to  this  project  for  implementing  soil  conservation  practices 
consistent  with  the  Management  Plan.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  constructed  the  reservoir  and  has 
remamcd  involved  in  on-going  support.  Federal  funding  in  the  amount  of  $235,000  is  requested  as  cost 
share  support  for  the  local  fiinding  provided  by  the  City  of  Wichita. 

3.  On-going  Water  Quality  and  Environmental  Research  -  Aggressive  and  innovative  treatment 
techniques  must  be  identified  and  implemented  to  protect  our  valuable  water  resources  from  increasing 
environmental  problems.  Authorization  of  on-going  Bureau  of  Reclamation  research  is  critical  to 
protecting  existing  resources. 

You  have  given  your  previous  support  to  many  important  local  protection  projects  in  Kansas.  Many  projects  are  now 
completed  and  we  are  most  grateful  for  your  construction  authorization.  Since  our  agricultural  communities  have  historically 
expenenced  major  flood  disasters,  we  are  justifiably  interested  in  rapidly  moving  to  completion  other  needed  projects  These 
projects  all  have  multi-state  impacts  invol  vmg  portions  of  the  State  of  Oklahoma.  However,  our  small  communities  do  not 
have  the  hinds  nor  engineering  expertise  necessary  to  provide  adequate  flood  damage  reduction  measures. 

Therefore,  consistent  with  your  previous  authorizations  and  consistent  with  the  multi-state  direction  of  the  Corps  of 
Engmeers,  we  ask  for  your  contmued  support  for  the  following  projects; 

1 .  Arliansas  City,  Kansas  Flood  Protection  -  this  project  is  in  response  to  a  critical  need  to  protect  the 
environment,  homes  and  businesses  from  catastrophic  damages  that  would  result  from  either  Walnut  River 
or  Arkansas  River  flooding  which  could  include  flood  borne  petroleum  products  from  the  Arkansas  City 
refinery  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  extensively  coordinated  with  the  city  and  various  state  agencies  in 
the  development  of  this  project,  which  when  completed,  will  eliminate  damage  in  a  multi-county  area  and 
also  result  in  benefits  to  the  State  of  Oklahoma  just  a  few  miles  south  of  the  project.  We  appreciate  the 
$700,000  FY  '96  funding  and  request  your  continued  support  for  the  immediate  implementation  of  the 
construction. 

2.  Winfield,  Kansas  Flood  Protection  -  this  project  will  raise  and  extend  an  existing  levee  to  provide  badly 
needed  flood  control  for  the  city  Your  FY  '96  support  in  the  amount  of  $670,000  is  appreciated.  All 
design  studies  are  completed  and  we  urge  your  continued  support  for  the  prompt  initiation  of  the  project 
construction  to  insure  the  safety  of  Winfield's  citizens. 

3.  Grand  (Neosho)  River/Basin  -  the  Grand/Neosho  River  Committee  was  formed  at  the  request  of  both 
the  Kansas  and  Oklahoma  congressional  delegations  to  evaluate  water  resource  problems  affecting  both 
Kansas  and  Oklahoma  We  appreciated  your  $500,000  FY  '96  funding  to  initiate  the  Flood  Easement 
Adequacy  Study  to  evaluate  the  adequacy  of  federal  flood  control  easements  around  Grand  Lake.  A  basin- 
wide  Watershed  Study  to  evaluate  water  resource  problems  in  the  nver  basin  is  also  needed  and  we 
request  $500,000  to  $600,000  as  an  imtial  allocation. 

4.  On-going  Water  Quality/Environmental  Protection  Research  -  Environmental  |)robiems  are 
increasing  the  importance  of  continued  research  to  protect  our  valuable  water  resources.  Aggressive  and 
innovative  treatment  techiuques  must  be  identified  and  implemented.  Authorization  of  on-going  Corps 
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of  Engineers  research  is  essential,  and  as  appropriate,  demonstration  project  funding. 

5.  Kanapolis  Lake  Water  Quality  Storage  Reallocation  -  agricultural  communities  in  central  Kansas 
are  in  need  of  additional  public  water  supplies.  A  cost  effective  solution  is  reallocating  existing  water 
quality  storage  in  Kanapolis  Lake  for  public  supply  availability  The  Kansas  Water  Office  has  made  a 
request  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  authorize  the  reallocation  which  is  a  most  expeditious  solution  for 
central  Kansas    We  urge  you  to  support  our  request  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Your  authorization  of  fimdingfor  a  most  important  US  Department  of  Interior,  US.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  project  is  also 
requested: 

Quivira  National  Wildlife  Refuge  -  this  is  a  joint  project  involving  the  US  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  -  Region 

6,  the  State  of  Kansas,  the  local  groundwater  management  district  and  the  Water  Protection  Association  of  Central 
Kansas  Quivira  provides  a  resting  area  for  waterfowl  and  endangered  species  dunng  their  annual  migrations  in 
the  Central  Flyway  The  Refiige  is  comprised  of  a  senes  of  shallow  pools  totaling  about  6,500  surface  acre-feet 
and  is  part  of  the  Rattlesnake  Creek  Basin.  The  Rattlesnake  Creek  Basin  has  experienced  significant  groundwater 
and  streamflow  declines  in  recent  years  due  to  climatic  conditions  as  well  as  expansion  of  irrigated  agnculture. 
An  engineering  feasibility  study  is  needed  to  identify  the  watershed-based  options  available  for  producing  the  most 
efficient  and  effective  use  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Rattlesnake  Creek  Basin  to  protect  the  Wildlife  Refuge  as 
well  as  the  agriculture  economy  of  the  area.  FY  '96  funding  in  the  amount  of  $760,000  for  the  US  Department 
of  Interior,  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  is  appreciated.  We  request  an  additional  $600,000  in  FY  '97  to  complete 
the  study. 

Finally,  we  are  most  concerned  with  the  proposal  to  limit  participation  of  both  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  in  development  of  water  resources  infrastructure.  It  is  vital  to  have  the  integrity  and  continuity  these  agencies 
provide  on  major  public  projects.  Your  thorough  reconsideration  of  this  new  direction  will  be  greatly  appreciated 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  this  Committee,  we  thank  you  for  the  dedicated  manner  in  which  you  and  your  distinguished 
colleagues  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  have  dealt  with  the  Water  Resources  Programs  and  for  allowing  us  to  present 
our  views  and  recommendations  to  you.  We  look  forward  with  great  expectations  and  hope  for  the  future  of  water  resource 
development  in  Kansas  and  the  Arkansas  River  Basin 
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SUMMARY 

STATEMENT  OF 

JAMES  M.  HEWGLEY,  JR.,  CHAIRMAN  FOR  OKLAHOMA 

ARKANSAS  RTVER  BASIN  INTERSTATE  COMMITTEE 

March  S,  1996 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee,  I  am  James  M.  Hewgley,  Jr.,  Oklahoma  Chairman  of 
the  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee,  from  Tulsa,  Oklahoma. 

Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  -  we  strongly  urge  the  Congress  to  appropriate  $  1 6  million  to 
continue  construction  of  this  project.  This  is  the  amount  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  published  in 
their  schedule  of  construction  funding  for  FY  '97  (at  1993  dollars).  This  construction  must  continue 
to  preserve  the  $5  billion  investment  of  public  and  private  funds  as  well  as  save  the  53,000  jobs  that 
exist  as  a  result  of  the  navigation  system. 

The  Grand/Neosho  River  Committee  -  has  recently  completed  nearly  three  years  of  work  in 
investigating  the  flooding  problems  above  and  below  Grand  Lake  in  Oklahoma.  The  Committee  has 
recommended,  among  other  things,  that  the  problem  needs  immediate  attention.  Also  that  two  studies 
need  to  be  initiated  immediately.  The  studies  and  amounts  needed  are  as  follows: 

♦  Watershed  Study  -  $500,000  to  $600,000 

4         Flood  Easement  Adequacy  Study  -  $2  to  $2  '/i  million 

The  Committee  also  feels  very  strongly  that  the  following  studies  and  programs  deserve  your  serious 
consideration  and  support: 

4         Assessment  of  the  McOellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  and 
related  purposes  -  $250,000 

♦  Cimarron  River  Basin  reconnaissance  study  -  $500,000  to  $600,000 
4  Partners  for  Environmental  Progress  (PEP)  -  continue  funding 

4  Planning  Assistance  to  States  Program  -  continue  funding 

4         Flood  Plain  Management  Services  Program  -  continue  funding 

4  Continuing  Authorities  Program,  including 

Small  Flood  Control  Projects  Program 

Emergency  Streambank  Stabilization  Program  -  continue  funding 
4  Environmental  Restoration  Program  -  continue  funding 

Endangered  Species  Act  -  the  Congress  should  consider  amending  the  Act  to  require  the 
consideration  of  economic  impacts  in  a  decision  to  list  a  species  as  endangered  or  ^threatened. 
Reasonable  reforms  need  to  be  brought  to  the  act  so  diat  great  hardship  or  financial  ruin  is' not  inflected 
upon  the  American  Public.  Also  that  there  is  no  taking  of  private  land  without  just  compensation. 
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STATEMENT  OF 

JAMES  M.  HEWGLEY,  JR.,  CHAIRMAN  FOR  OKLAHOMA 

to 

THE  CHAIRMAN 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

UNITED  STATES  SENATE 

and 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  5, 1996 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee,  I  am  James  M.  Hewgley,  Jr.,  Oklahoma  Chairman  of  the 
Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee,  from  Tulsa,  Oklahoma. 

It  is  my  privilege  to  present  this  statement  on  behalf  of  the  Oklahoma  Members  of  our  committee  in  support  of 
adequate  funding  for  wrater  resource  development  projects  in  our  area  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin.  Other 
members  of  the  Committee  appointed  by  the  Governor  are:  Mr.  Harold  B.  Scoggins,  of  Muskogee  (recently 
deceased);  Mr.  E.  R.  Albert,  Jr.,  Tulsa;  Mr.  Robert  S.  Ken-,  Jr.,  Oklahoma  City;  and  Mr.  Coleman  Fite, 
Muskogee. 

Together  with  representatives  of  the  other  Arkansas  River  Basin  states,  we  fully  endorse  the  statement 
presented  to  you  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee.  We  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  present  our  views  of  the  special  needs  of  our  State  concerning  several  studies  and  projects. 

As  we  have  testified  in  the  past,  serious  problems  have  arisen  at  the  waterway  entrance  to  the  McCiellan-Kerr 
Arkansas  River  Navigation  System.  Extensive  testing  has  proved  that  construction  of  Montgomery  Point 
Lock  and  Dam  will  be  necessary  to  correct  the  problem.  This  project  must  be  started  soon  to  regain/maintain 
the  shippers  confidence  in  the  reliability  of  the  system. 

Your  recognition,  as  well  as  that  of  the  Administration,  of  the  importance  of  constructing  Montgomery  Point 
Lock  and  Dam  is  very  gratifying.  To  date  you  and  your  colleagues  have  appropriated  $18.6  million  for 
engineering,  site  acquisition  and  construction.  This  action  is  very  much  appreciated. 

We  are  thankful  the  Congress,  in  Public  Law  102-580  directed  that  The  Secretary  shall  proceed  expeditiously 
with  design,  land  acquisition  and  construction  of  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and  Dam  on  the  White  River, 
Arkansas,  authorized  as  part  of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Watenway  by  section  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July 
24,  1946  (60  State.  635-636)." 

We  respectfully  request  the  Congress  appropriate  $16  million  for  the  FY  '97  budget  cycle  to  complete 
design  engineering  and  continue  construction  for  the  authorized  project.  This  amount  has  t>een 
rounded  up  from  the  Corp  of  Engineers  approved  and  published  schedule  of  construction  funding  for 
FY  '97  (at  1993  dollars).  This  funding  will  ensure  that  the  needed  facility  is  in  operation  as  soon  as 
possible  at  the  lowest  possible  price. 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  this  distinguished  Committee,  we  respectfully  remind  each  of  you  that  this 
navigation  system  has  brought  low  cost  water  transportation  to  Oklahoma,  Arkansas  and  surrounding  states. 
The  Federal  Government  has  invested  $1.4  billion  in  constructing  the  system  and  there  has  been  $3.5 
billion  invested 
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by  the  public  and  private  sectors  to  develop  the  land  side  facilities  and  more  than  53,000  Jot>s  have  been 
created  as  a  result. 

The  Interstate  Committee  recommends  that  $250,000  be  made  available  to  the  Tulsa  Oistrict.  Corps  of 
Engineers,  to  initiate  an  Assessment  of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System  and 
related  purposes  in  FY  '97.  This  assessment  w\\\  evaluate  the  economic  impacts  that  the  constmction  and 
operation  of  this  major  resource  system  has  had  on  the  Nation,  the  impacted  states  and  local  areas  along  the 
system.  Project  outputs  will  be  identified  as  to  incidence  of  principal  beneficiary  and  nature  and  magnitude  of 
the  outputs  (benefits).  Project  features  will  be  examined  from  the  perspective  of  whether  or  not  greater 
efficiencies  can  be  achieved  by  de-federalizing  project  components  including  the  operation  and  maintenance  of 
those  features  such  as  transfer  to  non-federal  governmental  bodies  or  the  private  sector.  Such  an  assessment 
will  provide  a  basic  model  for  similar  projects  around  the  Nation. 

We  are  pleased  that  the  President's  budget  includes  funds  to  advance  work  for  Flood  Control  in  Oklahoma.  Of 
special  interest  to  our  committee  is  funding  in  the  range  of  $5  million  for  Mingo  Creek,  Tulsa,  Oklahoma  and 
$4.7  million  for  Fry  Creeks,  Bixby,  Oklahoma . 

We  also  support  two  proposed  studies  supported  by  the  Grand-Neosho  River  Committee  which  consist  of  a 
basin-wide  Watershed  Study  to  evaluate  water  resource  problems  in  the  Grand-Neosho  River  basin  in 
Kansas  and  Oklahoma;  and  a  Flood  Easement  Adequacy  Study  which  would  evaluate  the  adequacy  of 
Federal  flood  control  easements  around  Grand  Lake.  The  Grand-Neosho  River  Committee  is  a  multi-state 
organization  with  members  representing  a  full  range  of  basin  concerns  and  water  resource  development  uses. 
We  request  an  initial  study  allocation  of  $500,000  to  $600,000  for  the  Watershed  Study  and  request  an  initial 
study  allocation  of  $2  to  $2.5  million  in  FY  '97  to  initiate  the  study  and  obtain  necessary  mapping  and  other 
base  data. 

Studies  conducted  by  the  Tulsa  District  in  the  1 970's  identified  the  potential  for  flood  damage  reduction 
measure  in  the  Cimarron  River  Basin.  Several  potential  multiple  purpose  reservoirs  were  considered  for 
development  in  response  to  needs  for  flood  control,  water  supply,  fish  and  wildlife  and  recreation. 
Development  and  operation  of  these  projects  In  conjunction  with  the  existing  system  of  reservoirs  in  the 
Ari«ansas  River  Basin  would  provide  for  flood  damage  reduction  along  the  Cimarron  River  downstream,  as  well 
as  along  the  Ariuinsas  River  from  Keystone  Dam  near  Tulsa  to  Fort  Smith,  Arkansas.  These  projects  would 
also  offer  the  potential  for  development  of  hydropower  and  navig^'on  benefits  along  the  McClellan-Ken- 
Arionsas  River  Navigation  System.  The  committee  requests  funding  of  a  reconnaissance  study  of  the 
Cimarron  River  Basin  in  the  range  of  $500,000  to  $600,000. 

The  Oklahoma  Arkansas  River  Basin  Interstate  Committee  also  requests  your  continued  support  and  funding 
for  the  Partners  for  Environmental  Progress  (PEP)  program  which  was  initiated  under  the  Energy  and 
Water  Development  Appropriations  Act  for  fiscal  year  1991  and  has  been  re-approved  and  funded  every  year 
through  fiscal  year  1996.  We  are  hopeful  that  the  President's  budget  includes  funding  for  this  program  again  In 
FY  '97.  The  PEP  program  encourages  greater  private  sector  investment  in  water  dependant 
environmental  infrastructure  which  has  prevtously  been  publicly  funded.    Small  towns,  counties,  water 
and  sewer  authorities,  utility  districts  and  other  public  bodies  who  would  not  otherwise  have  the  technical 
support  or  financial  expertise  are  provided  that  support  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  We  encourage  you  to 
continue  to  fund  this  important  program  to  help  these  small  cost-sharing  sponsors  deal  with  their  infrastructure 
problems  and  facilitate  Infusion  of  private  capital  into  here-to-fore  public  projects. 

We  urge  you  to  continue  your  support  of  the  Planning  Assistance  to  States  Program  (Section  22  of  the  1974 
Water  Resources  Development  Act.)  Which  authorizes  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  use  its  technical  expertise  in 
water  and  related  land  resource  management  to  help  States  and  Indian  Tribes  with  their  water  resturce 
problems.  The  program  is  used  by  many  stales  to  support  their  States  Water  Plan.  As  natural  resources 
diminish,  the  need  to  manage  them  becomes  more  urgent.  We  urge  your  continued  support  of  this  program  as 
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it  supports  States  and  Indian  Tribes  in  developing  resource  management  plans  that  will  benefit  citizens  for 
years  to  come. 

We  also  request  your  continued  support  of  the  Rood  Plain  Management  Services  Program  (Section  206  of 
the  1 960  Flood  Control  Act)  which  authorizes  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  use  its  technical  expertise  to  provide 
guidance  in  flood  plain  management  matters  to  all  private,  local,  state,  and  Federal  entities.  The  objective  of 
the  program  is  to  support  comprehensive  flood  plain  management  planning.  The  program  is  one  of  the  most 
beneficial  programs  available  for  reducing  flood  losses.  The  program  provides  assistance  to  officials  from 
cities,  counties,  states,  and  Indian  Tribes  to  ensure  that  new  facilities  are  not  built  in  areas  prone  to  floods. 
Assistance  is  also  provided  on  flood  warning,  flood  proofing  and  other  flood  damage  reduction  measures. 
Critical  flood  plain  information  is  also  provided  on  a  cost  reimbursable  basis  to  home  owners,  mortgage 
companies,  realtors  and  therefore  use  in  flood  plain  awareness  and  flood  insurance  requirements. 

We  support  funding  for  the  Continuing  Authorities  Program  ,  including  the  Small  Flood  Control  Projects 
Program,  (Section  205  of  the  1 948  Flood  Control  Act,  as  amended)  and  the  Emergency  Streambank 
Stabilization  Program,  (Section  14  of  the  1946  Flood  Control  Act,  as  amended).  We  want  to  express  our 
appreciation  for  your  continued  support  of  those  programs.  Although  the  Small  Flood  Control  Projects 
Program  addresses  flood  problems  which  generally  impact  smaller  communities  and  rural  areas  and  would 
appear  to  benefit  only  those  communities;  the  impact  of  those  projects  on  economic  development  crosses 
county,  regional  and  sometimes  state  boundaries.  The  communities  served  by  the  program  frequently  do  not 
have  the  funds  or  engineering  expertise  necessary  to  provide  adequate  flood  damage  reduction  measures  for 
their  citizens.  Continued  flooding  can  have  a  devastating  impact  on  community  development  and  regional 
economic  stability.  Likewise,  the  Emergency  Streambank  Stabilization  Program  provides  quick  response 
engineering  design  and  construction  to  protect  important  local  utilities,  roads  and  other  public  facilities  in 
smaller  urban  and  rural  settings  from  damage  due  to  streambank  erosion.  The  protection  afforded  by  this 
program  helps  insure  that  important  roads,  bridges,  utilities  and  other  public  structures  remain  safe  and  useful. 
By  providing  small,  affordable,  and  relatively  quickly  constructed  projects,  these  two  programs  enhance  the 
lives  of  many  by  providing  safe  and  stable  living  environments. 

We  also  request  your  continued  support  of  and  funding  for  the  Environmental  Restoration  Program  (Section 
1 135  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986).  The  Environmental  Restoration  Program  is  a 
relatively  new  program  which  offers  the  Corps  of  Engineers  a  unique  opportunity  to  work  to  restore  valuable 
habitat,  wetlands  and  other  important  environmental  features  which  previously  could  not  be  considered. 

On  a  related  matter  of  grave  importance  to  the  Interstate  Committee,  we  would  respectfully  request  that  during 
the  reauthorization  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the  Congress  should  consider  amending  the  Act  to 
require  the  consideration  of  economic  impacts  in  a  decision  to  list  a  species  as  endangered  or  threatened;  as 
well  as  mandatory  designation  of  critical  habitat  at  the  time  the  specie  is  listed,  if  critical  habitat  is  to  be 
considered.  In  addition  we  request  that  the  Congress  direct  the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Sen/ice  to  develop 
procedures  to  objectively  share  information  and  specimens  with  parties  that  have  a  beneficiary  interest  in  the 
listing  process. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you  very  much.  Very  kind  of  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  apologize  for  having  gone  out  to  make  a  telephone 
call.  I  didn't  miss  too  much  of  your  statement.  I  will  read  it.         ^ 

Thank  you  again. 

You  have  been  around,  Mr.  Gieringer,  for  several  years,  too. 

Mr.  Gieringer.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  add  my  second  on  what  Wally  said  on  to  how  you  are 
going  to  be  greatly  missed.  They  are  like  old  friends  in  coming  be- 
fore the  subcommittee. 

Thank  you  again  for  your  consideration  and  for  your  service. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you  for  your  fine  testimony  today. 

Mr.  Bevill.  How  many  years  is  this  for  you,  Wally? 

Mr.  Gieringer.  Close  to  15. 

Mr.  Myers.  They  go  by  fast,  don't  they? 

Mr.  Gieringer.  Yes,  they  do. 

Mr.  Bevill.  That  is  what  we  call  seniority  around  here.  That  is 
good. 

[The  statement  of  the  Honorable  Steve  Largent  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF 

THE  HONORABLE  STEVE  LARGENT 

MEMBER  OF  CONGRESS 

1ST  DISTRICT  OF  OKLAHOMA 

BEFORE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  5,  1996 

Mr.  Chainnan  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to  have  the 
oppoitunity  to  offer  my  support  for  continued  funding  for  water  resource  development  for  the 
Aikansas  River  Basin  and  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System.   Before  I 
continue,  I  want  to  acknowledge  the  presence  of  six  distinguished  Oklahomans  who  are  here 
today  and  have  played  a  significant  role  in  the  operation  and  success  of  the  McClellan-Kerr 
Arkansas  River  Navigation  System:   Mr.  Bob  Portiss,  Port  Director  -  Tulsa  Port  of  Catoosa; 
Mr.  Glen  Cheatham,  Branch  Manager  -  Waterways  Branch,  Oklahoma  Dq)artmait  of 
Transportation;  Mr.  Wallace  Gieringer,  Chainnan,  Aikansas  River  Basin  Interstate 
Committee;  Mr.  Scott  Robinson,  Port  Director  -  Port  of  Muskogee;  Mr.  John  Pearson, 
President,  Guthrie  Corporation;  and  Mr.  Dick  Barsness,  Terminal  Operator. 

Last  year  when  I  testified  before  this  Subcommittee,  I  noted  the  fiscal  constraints  that 
we  in  Congress  face  as  we  go  about  the  task  of  balancing  the  federal  budget  and  the  need  to 
prioritize  our  federal  spending  such  that  American  taxpayers  believe  they  have  received  their 
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money's  worth.   Having  said  that,  the  McClellan-Kerr  Navigation  System  is  a  good  example 
of  federal  spending  that  has  created  jobs,  its  benefits  have  exceeded  its  cost,  and  the 
sunounding  environment  has  improved. 

Moreover,  the  McClellan-Kerr  Project  not  only  serves  the  Southwest  as  a  vital 
transportation  link  and  essential  component  to  trade  development  with  forty-three  countries 
on  six  continents.   The  Federal  share  of  this  $1.4  billion  infastnicture  improvement  has  been 
the  catalyst  for  an  additional  $3.S  billion  in  public  and  private  investment. 

Unfortunately,  this  project  is  threatened  by  low  water  levels  of  the  Mississippi  River. 
As  I  noted  last  year,  the  surface  of  the  Mississippi  has  lowered  ~  resulting  in  navigation 
restrictions  on,  and  occasional  closing  of  the  entrance  channel.  The  dropping  water  level  is 
projected  by  the  Coips  of  Engineers  to  continue.  Until  the  Montgomery  Point  Lock  and 
Dam  is  completed  to  alleviate  the  low  water  level  problem  ~  the  Aricansas  River  Navigation 
System  remains  in  jeopardy.  That  is  why  I  respectfully  ask  you  to  consider  the  $16  million 
appropriation  requested  for  the  FY  1997  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Subcommittee's  recognition  of  the  importance  of  constructing 
Montgomery  Point  and  your  jqjpropriations  in  the  last  six  budgets  is  greatly  appreciated.   As 
I  stated  previously,  I  believe  Congress  needs  to  prioritize  our  federal  spending,  but  I'm 
confident  that  this  extremely  worthy  project  not  only  strengthens  our  infrastructure  --  it  also 
stimulates  much  needed  private  investment  and  helps  create  jobs. 
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Thank  you  for  considering  my  testimony  and  your  consideration. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
SHORE  PROTECTION  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 
MORRIS  H.  KRAMER,  ENVIRONMENTALIST 

Mr.  Myers.  Morris  Kramer. 

Mr.  ICramer,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record  and  you  may  proceed  for  5  minutes  as  you  would  like. 

Mr.  Kramer.  Thank  you  very  much. 

My  name  is  Morris  Kramer.  I  am  an  independent  environmental- 
ist from  Atlantic  Beach  Long  Island,  New  York.  I  have  a  statement 
to  you,  gentlemen,  concerning  the  potential  harmful  effects  of 
President  William  Clinton's  directive  to  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  En- 
gineers not  to  fund  coastal  protection  and  erosion  projects. 

If  the  Congress  permits  the  President  to  prevail  in  this  matter, 
it  will  be  the  first  time  that  the  United  States  officially  abandons 
its  infrastructure. 

I  must  insert  that  I  am  really  outraged  that  President  Clinton, 
who  has  in  an,  in  your  face,  attitude  to  Congress  about  inland  and 
coastal  flood  protection  and  is  now  flying  to  all  of  these  flood-prone 
areas  that  have  suffered  disasters,  at  great  publicity,  and  boosting 
FEMA  to  Cabinet  level  while  instead  he  should  be  trying  to  pre- 
vent flooding  as  much  as  possible.  And  we  the  public  are  going  to 
have  to  suffer  for  it. 

My  request  specifically  is  for  the  Barrier  Beach  Long  Beach  Is- 
land, Nassau  County,  New  York,  which  is  the  first  kill  of  an  ap- 
proved Corps  of  Engineers  project.  The  island  is  about  50,000  to 
70,000  people,  depending  on  the  time  of  year.  The  main  city  on  the 
island  is  the  City  of  Long  Beach,  35,000  to  50,000  people,  and  they 
are  at  great  risk. 

Average  prices  of  condominiums  are  substantially  below  the  av- 
erage prices  of  homes  on  Long  Island,  so  it  is  not  a  place,  you 
know,  that  people  portray  is  for  the  rich.  A  strong  Category  II  hur- 
ricane at  high  tide  will  totally  flood  the  city,  cause  incredible  dam- 
age, including  the  undermining  and  collapse  of  tall  oceanfront 
buildings,  full  of  citizens  who  cannot  evacuate  in  time. 

The  waters  v/ould  then  inundate  the  low-lying  communities  di- 
rectly to  the  north  of  Long  Beach  Island,  which  is  the  Town  of 
Hempstead,  the  most  densely  populated  town  in  the  country.  It 
would  flood  portions  of  the  lowest  one  third  which  is  another 
250,000  people.  We  are  just  talking  about  water  damage  now,  not 
wind. 

The  hurricane  would  affect  about  300,000  people,  cause  about  $2 
billion  in  losses,  about  one-third  being  reimbursed  by  commercial 
insurance,  the  remaining  two-thirds  absorbed  by  State  and  Federal 
Grovemments.  And  then  there  would  have  to  be  tax  losses  on  tax 
returns  on  State  and  Federal  levels  and  there  would  have  to  be  in- 
credible Federal  aid,  just  to  keep  these — ^you  know,  help  these  peo- 
ple recover. 

The  economic  disruption  to  Long  Island,  the  largest  taxpayer  in 
New  York  State,  may  even  threaten  the  survival  of  Long  Island 
and  also  hurt  New  York  State.  Afterwards,  the  hurricane  would 
cross  over  the  rest  of  Long  Island,  regain  strength  in  Long  Island 
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Sound,  severely  impact  Connecticut,  Massachusetts,  Rhode  Island, 
New  Hampshire  and  Maine.  So  the  Federal  Grovemment  would 
have  to  absorb  even  additional  billions.  I  think  this  is  of  national 
significance. 

The  Federal  cost  of  the  project  killed  by  President  Clinton  would 
be  about  $50  million.  If  the  waterbome  damage  to  my  barrier 
Beach  Island  and  the  Town  of  Hempstead  is  $2  billion,  as  I  pro- 
jected earlier,  the  real  cost  benefit  to  this  project  would  iDe  at  least 
100  to  1,  all  things  considered  and  included. 

I  think  the  Federal  Government  can  save  money  by  approving 
this  project  now. 

I  seem  selfish  in  only  discussing  the  barrier  beach  because  my 
history  has  been  discussing  coastal  issues  nationally,  and  I  would 
like  to  insert  the  following:  An  increase  of — a  return  of  increased 
major  land-falling  hurricane  activity  should  be  expected  within  the 
next  decade  or  two.  When  this  happens,  because  of  large  coastal  de- 
velopment during  the  last  25  to  30  years,  the  U.S.  will  see  hurri- 
cane destruction  as  never  before  experienced. 

This  is  more  of  an  immediate  natural  threat  to  the  U.S.  than 
that  of  greenhouse  gas  warming  and  other  environmental  problems 
which  are  receiving  so  much  more  attention  in  comparison  to  the 
hurricane  threat. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  have  one  minute. 

Mr.  Kramer.  Okay.  I  am  sorry. 

That  is  Professor  William  Gray  of  Colorado  State  University,  con- 
sidered the  leading  authority  on  hurricanes  in  the  country. 

I  am  also  the  first  person  in  this  country  to  raise  a  question  of 
whether  global  warming  impacted  the  hurricane  of  1991,  which  im- 
pacted and  destroyed  former  President  Bush's  home  in  Maine, 
Kennebunkport,  ME,  where  the  water  was  4  degrees  above  normal. 
That  is  in  the  statement. 

In  the  next  hurricane  cycle,  we  will  see  property  abandonment 
that  will  make  what  happened  in  Texas  look  pale  by  comparison. 
From  that,  Freddie  Mac,  Fannie  Mae  and  the  banks  and  municipal 
bond  insurers  will  really  take  tremendous  hits.  The  insurance  com- 
panies were  looking  last  year  to  issue  active  guard  bonds  to  our 
pension  funds  to  try  and  cover  their  losses  from  potential  hurricane 
and  national  disasters. 

The  American  people's  mandate  is  to  live  in  coastal  communities. 
By  the  year  2000,  60  percent  of  Americans  or  162  million  people 
will  live  within  50  percent — ^within  50  miles  of  the  coasts.  I  believe 
coastal  protection  is  national  security  and  that  in  the  last  8  years, 
even  though  this  has  been  a  real  weak  hurricane  cycle,  we  have 
had  three  of  the  strongest  hurricanes  this  entire  century.  Hurri- 
cane Gilbert,  which  brushed  part  of  Texas  and  severely  damaged 
Mexico;  1989,  Hurricane  Hugo  which  damaged  South  Carolina;  and 
1992  Hurricane  Andrew  which  was  small  enough  to  fit  into  the  eye 
of  Hurricane  Hugo. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Kramer,  thank  you  very  much  for  your  testi- 
mony. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Kramer  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  MORRIS  H.  KRAMER,  ENVIRONMENTALIST, 

BOX  444,  ATLANTIC  BEACH,  NY  11509  TO  THE  HOUSE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

CONCERNING  THE  POTENTIAL  HARMFUL  EFFECTS  OF 

PRESIDENT  WILLIAM  CLINTON'S  DIRECTIVE  TO  THE  U.S. 

ARMY  CORPS.  OF  ENGINEERS  NOT  TO  FUND  COASTAL 

PROTECTION  AND  EROSION  PROJECTS.  IF  CONGRESS 

PERMITS  PRESIDENT  CLINTON  TO  SUCCEED,  IT  WILL  BE  THE 

FIRST  TIME  THE  UNITED  STATES  OFFICIALLY  ABANDONS  ITS' 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

Thank  you  for  letting  me  appear  before  you  today.  As  a  long  term  environmentalist  with  serious 
concerns  about  hurricanes,  Nor'easters,  coastal  storms,  the  threat  of  loss  of  human  lives,  and  economic 
losses  of  untold  magnitudes,  I  believe  that  I  have  a  better  "overall"  background  on  this  subject  than  anyone 
else. 

I  predate  the  problem  that  we  face  today.  A  1990  newspaper  editorial  regarding  hurricanes 
praised  my  years  of  efforts  "...warning  of  potential  disaster...."  Additionally,  I  was  the  first  person  in  the 
country  in  November  1991  to  publicly  raise  the  question,  "DID  GLOBAL  WARMING  STRENGTHEN 
'FREAKISH'  HALLOWEEN  STORM?"  which  ravaged  substantial  portions  of  the  East  Coast.  This 
storm  was  enhanced  by  the  remnants  of  Hurricane  Grace  which  formed  in  the  Atlantic  at  an  above  normal 
latitude.  Today,  I  am  also  adversely  affected  and  aggrieved  by  President  William  Clinton's  directive  to  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps,  of  Engineers  not  to  fund  coastal  protection  projects  unless  they  are  of  "NATIONAL 
SIGNIFICANCE."  This  was  based  upon  Vice  President  Albert  Gore's  recommendations. 

President  Clinton's  directive  caused  the  FIRST  KILL  in  the  nation  of  an  approved  Corps  of 
Engineers  project  to  reconstruct  LONG  BEACH  BARRIER  ISLAND,  Nassau  County,  Long  Island  where  I 
live.  It  is  the  Country's  most  densely  populated  barrier  beach.  Long  Beach  City,  its  main  community 
(35,000  people)  is  middle  class.  Average  prices  of  condominiums  are  substantially  below  average  prices  of 
homes  on  Long  Island. 

A  strong  Category  2  Hurricane*  at  High  Tide  will  totally  flood  the  City,  cause  incredible  damage, 
including  the  undermining  and  collapse  of  tall  oceanfront  buildings  (full  of  citizens  who  do  not  evacuate  in 
time).  The  waters  would  then  inundate  the  communities  north  of  the  barrier  beach  including  Island  Park 
and  the  low  lying  southern  1/3"*  portion  of  the  Town  of  Hempstead,  the  Country's  most  heavily  populated 
Town.  The  hurricane  would  effect  about  300,000  people.  A  reasonable  dollar  estimate  of  the  water  borne 
damages  would  be  $2  billion,  about  1/3"*  being  reimbursed  by  commercial  insurance,  the  remaining  2/3rds 
absorbed  by  the  State  and  Federal  Government  in  the  form  of  casualty  tax  losses  on  income  tax  returns. 
Additionally,  there  will  have  to  be  substantial  and  costly  federal  aid  as  in  major  disasters.  The  economic 
disruption  to  Long  Island  (the  largest  tax  payer  in  New  York  State)  may  even  sound  the  death  knell  for 
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Long  Island  and  seriously  hurt  New  York  State  financially.  Naturally,  this  hurricane  will  cross  over  the  rest 
of  Long  island,  cause  even  more  damage,  then  cross  over  Long  Island  Sound,  regain  strength  from  this 
warm  water  body,  then  strike  Connecticut,  Massachusetts,  Rhode  Island,  New  Hampshire  and  Maine.  So, 
the  Federal  Government  will  have  to  absorb  additional  Sbillions.  Additionally,  Long  Island's  barrier 
beaches,  mine.  Fire  Island,  etc.  may  not  be  able  to  be  reconstructed  for  residential  and  commercial  use, 
unless  the  actual  ocean  fronts  are  rebuilt  which  will  cost  even  magnitudes  more  federal  dollars  than  it 
would  cost  to  do  the  projects  now.  If  this  is  not  of 'NATIONAL  SIGNIFICANCE"  then  what  is? 

The  Federal  cost  share  of  the  project  killed  by  President  Clinton  would  be  about  $50  million.  If 
the  water  borne  damage  to  my  barrier  beach  island  and  the  Town  of  Hempstead  is  $2  billion  as  I  projected 
earlier,  the  REAL  COST/BENEFIT  RATIO  of  this  project  would  be  at  least  100  to  1,  all  things 
considered  and  included.  The  Federal  government  could  avoid  a  several  Sbillion  tax  loss,  etc.  by  approving 
this  project  now. 

I  seem  selfish  however,  only  discussing  the  barrier  beach  where  I  live.  For  years,  I've  discussed 
coastal  storm  damage  and  the  various  implications  on  a  national  basis.  Examine  the  following: 
"LIKELY  INCREASE  OF  LANDFALLING  MAJOR  HURRICANES  IN  COMING  DECADES" 

"...A  return  of  increased  major  landfalling  hurricane  activity  should  be  expected  within  the 
next  decade  or  two.  When  this  happens,  (because  of  large  coastal  development  during  the  last  25-30 
years),  the  US  will  see  hurricane  destruction  as  never  before  experienced.  ...This  is  more  or  an 
immediate  natural  threat  to  the  US  than  that  of  greenhouse  gas  warming  and  other  environmental 
problems  which  are  receiving  so  much  more  attention  in  comparison  to  the  hurricane  threat." 
Repeated  comments  of  Professor  William  Gray,  Colorado  State  University,  regarded  as  US  leading 
hurricane  forecaster. 

Okay,  we  are  leery  about  listening  to  academics.  So,  what  do  business  people,  specifically  project 
about  potential  hurricane  losses?  Applied  Insurance  Research  Group  which  forecasts  potential  insurance 
losses  for  the  insurance  industry  forecast  the  most  probable  major  hurricane  to  strike  the  Northeast  Region. 
Total  estimated  damages  will  be  $52  billion.  Asbury  Park  New  Jersey  will  be  the  center  of  impact.  New 
York  State's  damages  will  be  $38  billion  ($34  billion  damages  will  be  Long  Island,  New  York  City  and 
Westchester  County).  Damages  to  New  Jersey  will  be  $6  billion,  $5  billion  to  Connecticut,  Pennsylvania 
$1.73  billion,  Massachusetts  $1/2  billion,  Rhode  Island  $1/4  billion,  Vermont  $91  million. 
Damages  to  States  on  the  hurricane's  weak  side,  Delaware,  Maryland,  Virginia  would  be  $317  million. 

Obviously,  there  is  potential  for  great  losses  from  hurricanes.  I  am  not  even  discussing  potential 
damages  from  Nor'easter  storms  which  also  can  cause  significant  damage. 

Now  let's  consider  the  current  and  potential  impact  of  a  wanning  ocean  (possibly  due  to  global 
warming)  and  its  effect  on  hurricanes  and  Nor'easters. 

For  more  than  a  decade,  a  "WARM  WATER  HURRICANE  AND  NOR'EASTER  ALLEY" 
has  formed  along  our  coast  from  Florida  to  Cape  Cod.  This  1 50-300  mile  wide  stretch  located  in  this 
coastal  area  contains  water  several  degrees  warmer  than  normal  that  can  intensify  and  keep  hurricanes  and 
Nor'easters  on  a  track  near  our  coast.  High  School  students  are  being  taught  that  a  several  degree  wanner 
ocean  can  intensify  hurricanes  up  to  50%.  Theoretically,  under  these  circumstances,  a  category  4  humcane 
can  maintain  its  strength  and  strike  Long  Island,  or  any  other  coastal  State,  or  the  "Hurricane  Alley"  can 
intensify  the  traditional;  Category  1  hurricane  into  a  category  4  hurricane.  Example:  Sea  Surface 
Temperature  in  the  Gulf  of  Maine  was  4  degrees  above  normal  when  the  1991  Halloween  Storm  destroyed 
former  President  George  Bush'  Kennebukport  home.  Examine  the  following  tables. 
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SAFFIR-SIMPSON  HURRICANE 
INTENSITY  SCALE 

Category  1  74  MPH  -  95  MPH 
Category  2  96  MPH  -  1 10  MPH 
Category  3  111  MPH  -  130  MPH 
Category  4  131  MPH  -  155  MPH 
Category  5  Over  155  MPH 


SEVERAL  DEGREE 
WARMER  WATER 
50%  Intensity  Increase 
111  MPH-  143  MPH 
144  MPH-  165  MPH 
166  MPH-  195  MPH 
196  MPH  -  232  MPH 
Over  232  MPH 


WARMEST  GLOBAL  MEAN 
SURFACE  AIR  TEMPERATURE 
SINCE  1800s 

1990  59.84F      1987    59.57F 
1995    59.82F      1983    59.53F 

1991  59.76F      1980    59.51F 
1981    59.70F      1989    59.46 
1988    59.63F      1993    59.37 
1994     59.57 


It  is  possible  that  this  already  EXISTING  SEVERAL  DEGREE  WARMER  WATER  can  help 
intensify  hurricanes  (and  Nor'easters)  and  cause  destruction  greater  than  anything  we  have  witnessed  to 
date. 

The  World  scientific  consensus  is  that  global  warming  has  begun  and  is  continuing,  although, 
there  is  serious  scientific  disagreement.  For  purpose  of  this  statement  only,  I  am  completely  discounting 
any  future  potential  sea  level  rise  (which  will  increase  hurricane  and  Nor'easter  damage),  even  though  sea 
level  has  been  rising  at  an  accelerating  rate.  Nor,  can  I  prove  that  the  warm  water  alley  is  caused  by  global 
warming,  but,  I  can  show  the  coincidence  to  recent  "known"  history  of  record  warm  years  globally.  To  be 
objective,  I  believe  I  was  the  first  person  in  the  country  to  question  key  scientists  if  global  warming  caused 
frequent  and  longer  lasting  El  Ninos  can  inhibit  hurricane  activity. 

The  prevailing  belief,  however,  based  upon  Professor  Gray's  theory  is  that  we  have  alternative 
"weak"  and  "strong"  hurricane  cycles,  and  that  we  are  headed  toward  a  strong  hurricane  cycle.  What  does 
this  portend  for  our  fiiture? 
WHAT  WILL  HAPPEN  IN  THE  NEXT  "STRONG"  HURRICANE  CYCLE? 

Hurricane  Andrew  was  the  prime  example.  The  media  did  not  cover  this  adequately.  But  in  the 
next  "strong"  hurricane  cycle  we  will  witoess  or  participate  in  the  following:  A  warmer  ocean  and  warmer 
climate  as  so  far  evidenced  by  the  above  charts  means  hurricane  seasons  will  become  longer  and  thus 
potentially  more  destructive.  TTie  most  probable  most  damaging  hurricane  to  strike  the  Northeast  Region  as 
projected  by  Applied  Insurance  Group  in  1992  causing  $52  billion  in  damages  (my  estimate  adjusted  for 
inflation  since  then  and  scarcity  of  key  items  is  now  $60  billion),  is  more  likely  to  occur.  This  also  applies 
to  the  most  probable  most  damaging  hurricane  to  strike  the  Miami  area  as  well  as  other  States  along  our 
coast.  This  is  utterly  frightening  to  think  about,  and  also  what  it  will  do  to  the  Federal  and  State  budgets. 

Example:  If  memory  serves  me  correctly,  I  believe  that  an  Allstate  Insurance  statement  to  the 
Florida  Insurance  Commission  commented  that  in  the  100  year  period,  ending  in  the  1950's,  Florida  was 
struck  by  90  major  hurricanes  (that  would  b6  at  least  Category  3).  Imagine,  a  repeat  scenario  in  today's 
world.  The  State  of  Florida  would  have  to  be  written  off.  Similarly,  if  traditional  hurricane  paths  continue. 
South  Carolina,  Louisiana,  Alabama,  Mississippi  and  Texas  will  suffer  incredible  damage.  Catastrophic 
Hurricanes  such  as  Camille  in  1 969  that  struck  Louisiana,  etc.,  would  become  more  frequent. 

My  immediate  concerns,  however,  are  strong  gales  will  intensify  into  more  frequent  Category  1 
&  2  hurricanes,  minor  hurricanes  will  become  more  intensified  and  more  frequent.  Gales  will  similarly 
intensify  into  and  intensify  Nor'easters.  Thus,  thanks  to  President  Clinton,  our  coast  will  be  under 
continued  attack  and  be  more  vuhierable  to  an  increase  in  major  hurricanes  (Category  3  and  above). 

PROPERTY  ABANDONMENT:  Homeowners  will  abandon  property  to  such  an  overwhelming 
extent  that  what  happened  in  Texas  in  the  1980s  will  pale  by  comparison.  Freddie  Mac,  Faimie  Mae  and 
banks  will  take  tremendous  hits.  Indeed,  banks  will  stop  providing  mortgages  along  the  coasts  and  nearby 
inland  similar  to  the  way  property  insurance  companies  are  abandoning  the  coast.  The  tax  loss  rates  to 
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localities  and  States  will  be  overwhelming.  I  can  visualize  a  rash  of  municipal  bankruptcies. 

MUNICIPAL  BONDS;  THE  CRIPPLE  EFFECT:  I  apologize,  but  simply  writing  about  this 
subject  will  now  start  a  process  whereby  municipal  bond  issuers  will  follow  the  lead  of  property  insurance 
companies  and  examine  more  carefully  localities  and  States  that  can  be  ravaged  by  hurricanes.  Interest 
rates  to  finance  future  bonds  will  rise,  increasing  government  costs  and  also  inflation.  As  hurricanes  strike 
and  cause  considerable  damage  in  one  area,  municipal  bond  availability  will  become  scarcer,  perhaps 
impossible  to  obtain  in  all  such  locales  and  States.  This  is  guaranteed  if  President  Clinton's  efforts  to 
abandon  the  Nation's  infrastructure  by  ending  shore  protection  succeeds.  The  Federal  Government  will 
have  to  become  the  guarantor  of  last  resort  for  municipal  bonds  in  these  localities  and  States.  But,  will  the 
Federal  Govenunent  be  in  the  position  to  do  so?" 

INTERMEDIARY  INFLATION:  Usually,  after  a  disaster,  there  is  an  economic  boom  as 
reconstruction  begins.  It  is  not  permanent.  And  a  form  of  inflation  begins.  Example:  Immediately  after 
Florida's  1992  Hurricane  Andrew,  plywood  prices  went  up.  Fortunately,  Home  Depot  raised  prices  only 
$2.00  per  board  and  this  Company's  influence  in  the  best  interest  of  the  needy  and  our  country  prevailed. 
This  will  not  be  the  case  when  frequent  hurricanes  occur.  The  emphasis  on  reconstruction  will  hurt  the 
national  home  building  industry  and  also  cause  stagflation. 

INSURANCE  COMPANIES:  After  Hurricane  Andrew,  whose  main  destruction  was  10-15 
miles  inland,  property  insurance  companies  began  fleeing  the  coasts  of  coastal  States.  Reportedly,  State 
Farm  Insurance,  our  nation's  largest  insurance  company  stopped  offering  homeowners  policies  in  Florida 
entirely.  The  insurance  companies  visualize  the  future,  realize  that  they  cannot  cope  with  frequent  major 
disasters,  and  that  reinsurance  companies  will  not  be  able  to  meet  their  needs.  Proof!  Last  year,  insurance 
companies  considered  selling  "ACT  OF  GOD"  Bonds  to  pension  funds  to  hedge  against  potential 
major  hurricanes  and  other  natural  disaster  losses.  And,  the  insurance  industry  established  the 
Catastrophic  Risk  Exchange,  Inc.  (CATEX)  for  insurance  companies  to  swap  their  risks.  This  means 
the  Federal  Government  will  have  to  become  involved  in  covering  extraordinary  losses  for  insurance 
companies  in  addition  to  non  insured  losses.  Currently,  however,  Congress  has  no  interest  in  the  proposed 
National  Disaster  Act.  It  will  have  to  be  enacted  if  President  Clinton's  abandonment  of  the  Coast  prevails. 
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THE  AMERICAN  PEOPLES  MANDATE: 

A  1995  Newsday  Editorial  stated  that  122  million  Americans  live  in  coastal  communities.  Census 
projections  are  that  60%  of  Americans  will  live  within  50  miles  of  our  coasts  by  the  year  2000,  about  162 
million  people.  This  is  the  American  Peoples  mandate.  It  is  not  something  that  is  decided  on  a  single  day, 
Election  Day.  It  is  permanent,  people  invest  everything  they  have  in  mortgages  on  homes,  local  schools, 
taxes,  etc.  They  are  saying  that  they  want  to  live  on  or  near  the  coast,  have  it  for  their  use,  etc. 
COORDINATED  FEDERAL  EFFORT  NECESSARY: 

Coastal  protection  is  not  an  issue  for  the  States  to  handle  by  themselves.  First  they  cannot  afford 
the  price.  Also,  for  example,  if  Georgia  in  the  interest  of  protecting  itself,  constructs  a  2  mile  long  terminal 
jetty  at  its  Northern  border,  it  will  prevent  the  natural  flow  of  sand  from  going  to  South  Carolina  and 
seriously  hurt  that  State.  A  coordinated  effort  via  the  U.S.  Army  Corps,  of  Engineers  is  required.  The  latter 
includes  using  new  technology  such  as  that  developed  by  the  Waste  Management  School  at  the  State 
University  of  New  York,  Stony  Brook  ,  New  York. 
COST  SHARING  RATIOS  SHOULD  BE  MAINTAINED: 

Existing  cost  sharing  ratios  for  Federal/State/local  communities  should  be  maintained.  Anything 
less  would  mean  that  some  States  and  localities  would  not  participate  because  they  could  not  afford  it. 
Protecting  our  coasts  is  nationally  significant. 
COASTAL  PROTECTION  IS  NATIONAL  SECURITY: 

Multi-billion  dollar  losses  from  hurricanes  and  Nor'easters  will  wreck  the  Federal  budget  and 
budgets  of  impacted  States  and  local  communities.  This  will  also  hurt  the  United  States  in  global  flnancial 
markets. 
RECENT  MAJOR  HURRICANE  FREQUENCY: 

We  have  had  three  of  this  century's  strongest  hurricanes  in  the  past  8  years.  1988  Category  5 
Hurricane  Gilbert  brushed  the  Texas  coast  and  severely  damaged  Mexico.  1989  Hurricane  Hugo  which 
damaged  South  Carolina.  1992  Hurricane  Andrew  was  small  enough  to  fit  into  the  eye  of  Hurricane  Hugo. 

SUMMARY  REQUEST: 

Therefore,  I  respectfully  request  that  Congress  authorize  the  Corps,  of  Engineers  approved  project  for  Long 
Beach  Barrier  Island,  Nassau  County,  Long  Island,  New  York  AND  all  other  present  and  future  approved 
Corps,  of  Engineers  coastal  projects  in  the  pending  and  also  future  Water  Resources  Acts,  because  this  is  of 
national  significance  and  is  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States.  Thank  You. 

*  Had  1985  Hurricane  Gloria  (Category  2  Or  3)  struck  Long  Island  at  high  tide,  this  scenario  already 
would  have  happened.  In  the  1970's  NWS  Chief  Meteorologist  Harold  Gibson  predicted  the  collapse  of 
oceanfront  buildings  if  struck  by  a  major  hurricane. 

*  *    In  the  Spring  of  1 970,  based  upon  information  from  two  impeccable  sources,  I  began  a  secret  effort 
to  protect  the  Country  from  a  "liquidity  crisis".  An  economic  crisis.  That  July,  Senator  Jacob  Javits 
repeatedly  commented  how  close  we  came  to  another  1929.  The  Federal  Reserve  Board  agreed  to  be  the 
"Bank  of  Last  Resort".  It  agreed  several  times  afterward,  but  did  not  have  to  bail  out  the  economy.  If, 
Congress  permits  President  Clinton  and  Vice  President  Gore  to  prevail,  the  resultant  damage  to  our  coast, 
way  of  life,  economic  system  and  federal  budget,  will  force  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  to  act  like  the 
"Bank  of  Last  Resort"  once  again,  and  to  actually  bail  out  the  economy.  The  difference  between  1970  and 
today  is  that  the  US  was  then  the  world's  largest  creditor  nation,  and  now  is  the  world's  largest  debtor 
nation.  The  Federal  Reserve  Board  will  have  difficulty  acting  as  the  "Bank  of  Last  Resort". 
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Mr.  Myers.  Jane  Ekstein,  Executive  Director  of  our  Save  Our 
Seashore. 

Mr.  Kramer.  She  is  not  here.  We  had  trouble  with  the  Metro 
liner  coming  down  this  morning.  Mine  was  an  hour  late.  I  don't 
know  if  that  is  the  same  case  with  her. 

Mr.  Myers.  Okay.  Those  things  do  happen.  We  had  trouble  on 
the  bridges  here  in  Washington. 


Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.   JAY  DICKEY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE   IN   CONGRESS   FROM   THE 
STATE  OF  ARKANSAS 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Dickey,  your  group  has  left  already,  but  if  you 
would  like  to  submit  something  right 

Mr.  Dickey.  Could  I  get  into  the  record? 

Mr.  Myers.  We  will  put  you  into  the  record. 

Sit  down  there. 

Mr.  Dickey.  I  had  trouble  with  the  planes. 

Mr.  Myers.  Everybody  has  got  trouble,  right  here  in  the  Capitol 
City. 

Mr.  Dickey.  I  always  have  them,  don't  I? 

Mr.  Chairman 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  are  going  to  hear  the  most  important  man  today. 

Mr.  Myers.  What  was  that,  Montgomery? 

Mr.  Dickey.  Come  on,  now  come  on. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  Dickey.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  notice  he  didn't  argue  with  me. 

Mr.  Dickey.  I  didn't.  I  can't.  You  are  in  a  superior  position. 

I  want  to  thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Gieringer  did  a  real  good  job  so  don't  destroy 
what  his  committee  SEiid — ^he  pleaded  a  good  case. 

Mr.  Dickey.  Good. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  believe  his  time  is  up  now,  isn't  it? 

Mr.  Myers.  A  long  time  ago. 

Mr.  Dickey.  If  I  may  proceed. 

Thank  you,  sir. 

I  appreciate  the  extra  consideration  you  are  giving  me  to  allow 
me  to  speak  about  this.  And  the  reason  I  am  concerned  so  much, 
and  I  have  said  this  before,  this  is  my  hometown  that  is  affected. 
Pine  Bluff,  Arkansas.  The  Arkansas  River  I  have  grown  up — I  have 
seen  it  become  a  little  thread  to  a  raging  force. 

It  has  taken  people — taken  lives  over  time  and  now  it  is  a  very 
useful  body  of  water,  more  so  than  I  ever  imagined.  A  lot  of  it  is 
due  to  the  efforts  of  Wally  Gieringer  and  people  like  that,  and  Scott 
McGeorge,  folks  who  have  seen  the  vision.  We  are  in  a  particular 
crisis  right  now,  one  because  of  the  water  level  that  you  all  have 
mentioned.  Another  is  occurring  that  may  not  have  been  explained 
to  you  all  and  that  is  that  we  are  having  a  merger  of  our  railroads 
in  our  area.  We  have  had  the  Cottonbelt  Railroad  and  then  it  was 
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the  Southwestern — St.  Louis-Southwestern  and  then  Southern  Pa- 
cific. 

Southern  Pacific  is  merging  with  Union  Pacific  and  we  are  con- 
cerned about  competition.  We  are  concerned  about  competition  with 
the  railroads  and  with  the — on  the  highways  and  the  trucking  and 
the  waterways.  And  this  particular  risk  that  we  have  of  not  being 
able  to  bring  our  commodities  and  goods  up  the  river  and  have 
them  go  down  the  river  form,  as  you  all  know,  this  great  expanse 
all  the  way  up  the  Colorado,  is  risking  our  water  compel  rate  argu- 
ment and  we  are  more  concerned  now  than  we  have  been  before. 

And  I  wanted  to  stress  that  fact,  and  also  just  tell  you  I  think 
it  is  a  very  worthy  project.  I  think  it  is  something  that  has  been — 
it  has  been  on  the  books  for  many,  many  years,  because  of  the  au- 
thorization over  the  years,  it  has  been  just  ignored.  We  are  now  at 
a  time  when  we  must  have  it. 

And,  again,  I  want  to  mention  Montgomery  Point  Dam,  the  lock 
and  dam  at  Montgomery  Point,  to  this  committee.  You  all  have 
been  wonderful  in  the  past.  You  have  been  very  considerate  of  our 
request  and  we  would  like  for  you  all  to  keep  helping  us. 

Mr.  Myers.  A  new  request  on  Montgomery  Point. 

Mr.  Dickey.  No,  sir. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Dickey.  May  I  be  excused? 

Mr.  Myers.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dickey.  All  right. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Gumie  Gunter,  President  of  MO-ARK, 
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SHORE  PROTECTION  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

GREGORY   WOODELL,    PRESIDENT,   AMERICAN    SHORE   AND    BEACH 
PRESERVATION  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Myers. 

Is  anyone  else  in  the  room  going  to  testify  this  morning? 

Would  you  like  to  come  forward  and  present  your  testimony. 

Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

You  may  proceed  for  5  minutes  as  you  like. 

Mr.  WoODELL.  Thank  you  very  much.  Chairman.  My  name  is 
Gregory  Woodell.  I  am  President  of  the  American  Shore  and  Beach 
Preservation  Association.  I  will  be  before  you  again  tomorrow.  I 
have  been  in  previous  years  in  connection  with  SEAMAC,  so  as  not 
to  confuse  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  just  change  hats. 

Mr.  Woodell.  There  you  go. 

Beaches  are  a  vital  part  of  America's  heritage  from  "sea  to  shin- 
ing sea."  As  President  of  American  Shore  and  Beach  Preservation 
Association,  I  am  speaking  for  the  countless  Americans  who  want 
America's  beaches  preserved  and  maintained  for  themselves  and 
their  children. 
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America's  beach  heritage  is  now  at  risk  because  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment threatens  to  walk  away  from  its  traditional  role  protecting 
American  lives  and  property  from  hurricane  and  storm  disasters. 
Ironically,  loss  of  America's  beaches  is  largely  caused  not  by  natu- 
ral forces  but  Federal  navigation,  inland  flood  control  and  water 
supply  projects. 

For  example,  peer-reviewed  studies  by  Professor  Robert  Dean 
show  that  70,  85  percent  of  Florida's  erosion  is  caused  by  Federal 
navigation  jetties,  interrupting  natural  longshore  and  sand  flow, 
and  also  by  dredged-material  disposal  beyond  the  littoral  zone. 

Other  studies  show  that  dams  built  for  inland  flood  control  and 
water  supply  in  southern  California  have  impounded  the  sand  that 
naturally  flows  to  the  coast  and  maintains  beaches.  Similarly,  Fed- 
eral dams  on  the  East  Coast  are  impounding  vast  quantities  of 
sand  that  would  naturally  maintain  East  Coast  beaches. 

Many  people  have  heard  that  the  tremendous  erosion  of  problems 
of  Egypt's  Nile  delta  are  caused  by  the  high  Aswan  dam  impound- 
ing the  sand,  but  are  unaware  that  Federal  dams  produce  the  same 
problems  at  a  much  larger  rate  in  America.  If  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment successfully  turns  its  back  on  the  beach  erosion  problems  it 
largely  creates,  I  sadly  predict  that  the  court  system  will  be  inun- 
dated with  lawsuits  to  force  the  Federal  Government  to  mitigate 
erosion  damage  it  produces. 

Currently,  most  local  and  State  governments  and  individuals  are 
waiting  to  see  whether  the  Federal  Government  is  going  to  walk 
away  from  its  obligations.  A  few  lawsuits  have  been  filed  such  as 
one  recently  in  Brevard  County,  Florida.  If  these  lawsuits  are 
pressed  and  are  successful,  the  Federal  Government  may  face 
beach  erosion  problems  alone  without  its  current  coastal  State  and 
local  cost-sharing  partners. 

The  Federal  Government's  threat  to  walk  away  from  coastal 
flooding  problems  means  that  Federal  assistance  to  reduce  flood 
threats  will  be  available  to  all  Americans  except  those  in  coastal 
counties.  Last  year's  administrative  policy  that  would  have  elimi- 
nated Federal  Grovernment  participation  in  all  local  flood  control 
was  at  least  an  attempt  to  be  evenhanded.  This  would  mean,  for 
example,  that  the  Federal  Government  would  participate  in  pro- 
tecting New  Orleans  from  rivering  but  not  hurricane  flooding.  If  a 
hurricane  were  to  breach  the  flood  defenses  of  New  Orleans,  clearly 
the  problem  would  be  of  national  significance. 

More  people  have  died  in  the  United  States  from  coastal  hurri- 
cane flooding  than  any  other  natural  disaster.  When  Hurricane  An- 
drew devastated  southern  Florida,  the  flood  protection  projects  at 
Miami  Beach  and  Key  Biscayne  not  only  held  but  almost  com- 
pletely protected  those  areas  from  coastal  flooding. 

I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  some  economic  studies  that 
show — no,  I  am  going  to  skip  that  in  time  because  I  know  you  will 
read  it. 

The  Federal  Government  must  not  walk  away  from  America's 
beach  erosion  problems  that  it  has  largely  created  and  must  not 
discriminate  against  coastal  States  by  supporting  inlet  but  not 
coastal  flood  control  and  must  not  allow  deterioration  of  beaches 
that  are  the  largest  factor  in  reducing  America's  trade  deficit  and 
generate  more  Federal  tax  revenues  from  foreign  tourists  alone 
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than  the  government  spends  maintaining  beaches.  Those  facts  are 
backed  up  in  my  formal  presentation. 

I  am  confident  that  Congress  will  respond  to  the  will  of  the 
American  people  and  prevent  implementation  of  the  administra- 
tion's ill-conceived  policies.  The  administration  needs  to  imme- 
diately withdraw  its  policy  abandoning  America's  beaches.  The 
American  Shore  and  Beach  Preservation  Association  would  like  to 
work  with  the  administration  and  Congress  in  determining  how  to 
maintain  the  Federal  Government's  traditional  commitments  in 
this  area  of  needed  deficit  reduction.  I  would  like  to  pledge  the  sup- 
port and  participation  of  the  American  Shore  and  Beach  Preserva- 
tion in  this  process. 

In  closing,  I  would  also  like  to  thank  you  and  your  colleagues, 
on  a  personal  note,  for  picking  this  career  in  government  and  for 
doing  my  bidding  for  me  when  I  cannot  in  the  governmental  proc- 
ess. 

And  I  would  be  wrong  if  I  didn't,  again,  invite  you  to  the  Califor- 
nia Golden  State  Reception  this  evening  at  5:00,  and  we  hope  we 
can  see  you  there  as  our  guests. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  I  cannot. 

I  have  a  wife  in  the  hospital  and  I  have  got  to  go  visit  her  this 
evening. 

Mr.  WOODELL.  All  right. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Appreciate  your  testimony. 

We  will  see  you  again  tomorrow.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Woodell  follows:] 
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AMERICA'S  COASTAL  HERITAGE 

Beaches  are  a  vital  part  of  America's  heritage  from  "sea  to  shining  sea."  As  President 
of  the  American  Shore  and  Beach  Preservation  Association,  I  am  speaking  for 
countless  Americans  who  want  America's  beaches  preserved  and  maintained  for 
themselves  and  their  children 

America's  beach  heritage  is  now  at  risk  because  the  Federal  government  threatens  to 
walk  away  from  its  traditional  role  protecting  American  lives  and  property  from 
hurricane  and  storm  diseister.  Ironically,  loss  of  America's  beaches  is  largely  caused 
not  by  natural  forces  but  by  Federal  navigation,  inland  flood-control,  and  water 
supply  projects.  For  example,  peer-reviewed  studies  by  Professor  Robert  Dean  show 
that  80-85  percent  of  Florida's  erosion  is  caused  by  Federal  navigation  jetties 
interrupting  natural  longshore  sand  flow  and  also  by  dredged-material  disposal 
beyond  the  littoral  zone.  Other  studies  show  that  dams  built  for  inland-flood  control 
and  water  supply  in  southern  California  have  impounded  the  sand  that  naturally 
flows  to  the  coast  and  maintains  beaches.  Similarly,  Federal  daims  on  the  east  coast 
are  impounding  vast  quantities  of  sand  that  would  naturally  maintain  east-coast 
beaches.  Many  people  have  heard  that  the  tremendous  erosion  problems  of  Egypt's 
Nile  delta  are  caused  by  the  high  Aswan  dam  impounding  sand,  but  are  unaware  that 
Federal  dams  produce  the  ssmie  problem  at  a  much  larger  scale  here  in  America. 

If  the  Federal  government  successfiilly  turns  its  back  on  the  beach-erosion  problems 
it  largely  creates,  I  predict  the  court  system  will  be  inundated  with  lawsuits  to  force 
the  Federal  government  to  mitigate  erosion  damages  it  produces.  Currently,  most 
local  and  state  governments  and  individuals  aire  waiting  to  see  whether  the  Federal 
government  is  going  to  walk  away  from  its  obligations.  A  few  lawsuits  have  been 
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filed  such  as  one  recently  in  Brevard  County.  Florida.  If  these  suits  are  pressed  and  are  successful, 
the  Federal  government  may  face  beach-erosion  problems  alone  without  its  current  coastal  state  and 
local  cost-sharing  partners. 

The  Federal  govenunents  threat  to  walk  away  from  coastal-flooding  problems  means  that  Federal 
assistance  to  reduce  flood  threats  will  be  available  to  all  Americans  except  those  in  coastal  counties. 
Last  year's  Administration  policy  that  would  have  eliminated  Federal  government  participation  in 
all  "local"  flood  control  was  at  least  an  attempt  to  be  even  handed.  In  contrast,  the  current  policy 
eliminates  Federal  participation  only  for  coastal  flood  control.  This  would  mean,  for  example,  that 
the  Federal  government  would  participate  in  protecting  New  Orleans  from  riverine  but  not  hurricane 
flooding.  If  a  hiuricane  were  to  breach  the  flood  defenses  of  New  Orleans,  clearly  the  problem 
would  be  of  national  significance.  More  people  have  died  in  the  United  States  from  coastal 
hurricane  flooding  than  any  other  natural  disaster.  When  Hurricane  Andrew  devastated  southern 
Florida,  the  flood-protection  projects  at  Miami  Beach  and  Key  Biscayne  not  only  held,  but  almost 
completely  protected  these  areas  from  coastal  flooding. 

Had  these  Federal  coastal  flood-control  projects  not  been  in  place.  Federal  emergency-relief  costs 
would  have  been  far  greater  than  Federal  expenditures  for  the  projects.  There  is  absolutely  no 
rationale  for  protecting  against  inland  and  not  coastal  flooding.  Flooding  is  flooding  to  the  American 
people.  The  vast  majority  of  American  voters  live  in  coastal  states,  and  their  needs  for  flood 
protection  cannot  be  ignored. 

I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  economic  studies  that  show  travel  and  tourism  is  the  Nation's 
leading  industry,  employer,  and  earner  of  foreign  revenue  and  beaches  are  the  Nation's  leading 
tourism  destination  with  85%  of  all  tourist  revenues  in  coastal  states.  Foreign  tourists  spend  $80 
billion  dollars  annually  in  the  U.S.  and  are  responsible  for  the  largest  trade  surplus  in  America's 
overall  trade  deficit.  Over  90  percent  of  foreign-tourist  spending  is  in  coastal  states  largely  due  to 
the  attraction  of  beaches.  The  Federal  government  receives  about  S4  billion  annually  in  tax 
revenues  just  from  foreign  tourists.  This  is  almost  200  times  as  much  as  the  Federal 
government  spends  annually  on  beach-nourishment  projects.  In  fact,  Federal  tax  revenues 
just  from  the  2  million  foreign  tourists  who  visit  Miami  Beach  each  year  are  about  6  times 
greater  than  annual  Federal  government  spending  for  all  U.S.  beach-nourishment  projects. 
In  contrast,  Spain  is  spending  more  on  beach  nourishment  in  5  years  than  the  U.S.  has  spent  in  the 
past  45  years.  If  America's  beaches  are  not  maintained,  foreign  tourists  will  go  to  foreign  beaches 
that  are  maintained,  and  Federal  tax  revenues  will  suffer.  The  Federal  government  receives  the 
majority  of  foreign-tourist  tax  revenues  with  local  govenunents  receiving  just  14  percent  of  these 
tax  revenues.  Maintenance  of  beach  infrastructure  cannot  be  solely  a  local  responsibility  since  local 
governments  receive  a  minority  of  beach-tourist  tax  revenues. 
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The  Federal  government  must  nai  walk  away  from  America's  beach-erosion  problems  that  it  has 
largely  created,  must  not  discriminate  against  coastal  states  by  supporting  inland  but  not  coastal- 
flood  control,  and  must  not  allow  deterioration  of  beaches  that  are  the  largest  factor  in  reducing 
America's  trade  deficit  and  generate  more  Federal  tax  revenues  from  foreign  tourists  alone==e  than 
the  Federal  govertunent  spends  maintaining  beaches.  I  am  confident  that  Congress  will  respond 
to  the  will  of  the  American  people  and  prevent  implementation  of  the  Administration's  ill-conceived 
policies.  However,  I  have  serious  concerns  that  this  process  will  be  drawn  out  and  in  the  mean  time 
America's  beaches  will  suffer  and  life  and  property  will  be  put  at  risk  by  project  delays.  I  fear  the 
Corps  of  Engineers'  infrastructure  that  supports  shore-protection  and  coastal-flood  projects  will  be 
eliminated.  Will  Corps  of  Engineer  coastal  experts  be  the  first  to  be  eliminated  in  the  Corps' 
manpower  cutbacks  because  the  mission  question  is  unresolved?  Will  Corps  of  Engineers'  R&D  to 
reduce  costs  and  improve  performance  of  shore-protection  and  coastal-flooding  projects  be 
eliminated?  Will  critical  long-term  measurements  made  by  the  Corps  of  coastal  wave  climate, 
hurricane  surge,  and  beach  nourishment  be  abandoned  because  the  mission  question  is  unresolved? 

The  Administration  needs  to  immediately  withdraw  its  policy  abandoning  America's  beaches.  The 
American  Shore  and  Beach  Preservation  Association  would  like  to  work  with  the  Administration 
and  Congress  in  determining  how  to  maintain  the  Federal  government's  traditional  commitments  in 
this  era  of  needed  deficit  reduction.  Equity  in  treatment  of  inland  and  coastal  Americans  has  to  be 
central  in  any  policy.  However,  many  issues  can  be  explored  such  as  changes  in  the  Federal  cost 
share,  increased  minimum  benefit-cost  ratios,  and  project  prioritization.  The  strong  rejection  by 
Congress  of  proposed  Administration  mission  changes  was  bipartisan.  It  is  time  the  Administration 
works  with  Congress,  state  and  local  governments,  and  citizens  groups  to  fairly  and  rationally 
determine  how  to  maintain  the  Nation's  beach  heritage  in  a  cost-effective  way  and  protect  coastal 
citizens  from  coastal-flooding  disasters.  I  pledge  the  support  and  participation  of  the  American 
Shore  and  Beach  Preservation  Association  in  this  process. 

Very  truly  yours. 


Gregory  Woodell 
President 
GW:hs 

c:  President  William  Jefferson  Clinton 
Senator  Pete  V.  Domenici 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  H.  Martin  Lancaster 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
MISSOURI  PROTECTION  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 
GURNIE  GUNTER,  PRESmENT,  MO-ARK 

Mr.  Myers.  Gurnie  Gunter  from  the  MO-ARK  group. 

Your  prepared  statements  will  be  placed  in  the  record,  as  usual. 
And  you  may  proceed  for  the  next  15  minutes  as  you  would  like. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Gunter.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  Gurnie  Gunter,  President  of  the  Missouri-Arkansas  River 
Basin  Association,  and  on  behalf  of  our  association  and  its  over  100 
different  member  agencies,  we  would  like  to  thank  you,  again,  for 
giving  us  the  opportunity  to  testify. 

We  have  four  of  us  with  me — three  others  with  me  today  and 
that's  Charles  Owsley,  the  Vice  President  of  MO-ARK;  Don 
Hurlbert,  the  Executive  Director,  And  making  our  statement  to  the 
committee  this  morning  is  George  Blackwood,  who  is  Mayor  Pro 
Tem  of  Kansas  City.  So  the  rest  of  us  will  sit  silently  and  listen. 

Mr.  Blackwood.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  George  Blackwood,  Mayor 
Pro  Tem  and  the  Sixth  District  Councilman  at  Large  of  Kansas 
City,  Missouri.  I  am  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  appear  be- 
fore you  today,  representing  both  the  citizens  of  Kansas  City  and 
the  Missouri-Arkansas  River  Basins  Association,  or  MO-ARK,  in 
support  of  flood  control  projects  that  are  vital  to  metropolitan  Kan- 
sas City. 

The  metropolitan  Kansas  City  area  is  presently  receiving  Federal 
funding  for  five  very  important  flood  control  projects.  These  vital 
projects  are  the  key  to  a  continued  revitalization  to  several  of  our 
flood-prone  industrial  and  commercial  centers. 

These  projects  are:  No.  1,  Blue  River  Channel  improvement, 
which  is  a  12-mile  long  construction;  the  Upper  Blue  River-Dodson 
area,  authorization  of  preconstruction  engineering  and  design;  Tur- 
key Creek  Basin,  complete  the  feasibility  study;  the  Blue  River- 
Swope  Park  Industrial  Area,  begin  the  feasibility  study;  and  the 
Levy  385  Riverside-Quindaro  Bend  District,  beginning  construction. 

A  review  of  the  flooding  that  has  occurred  in  the  past,  coupled 
with  the  obvious  reduction  of  flood  damage  generated  by  the  com- 
pletion of  the  Brush  Creek  Channel  and  the  partial  completion  of 
the  Blue  River  Channel,  encourages  us  to  ask  for  your  continued 
support  of  these  vital  projects. 

It  is  clear  that  but  for  the  Brush  Creek  Project  that  was  virtually 
completed  last  summer,  it  would  have  been  another  summer  that 
we  would  not  have  liked  in  Kansas  City,  Missouri.  The  12-mile 
long  Blue  River  Channel  Project  has  been  under  way  for  over  13 
years.  Construction  is  under  way  on  another  vital  segment  of  this 
project  which  runs  through  one  of  our  most  important  industrial 
areas.  The  project  will  be  about  45  percent  complete  when  this  con- 
tract is  finished. 

Three  additional  construction  contracts  will  be  awarded  on  ap- 
proximately 2-year  intervals,  with  project  completion  scheduled  in 
the  year  2002.  To  date,  the  city  has  spent  in  excess  of  $24  million 
on  its  share  of  the  project  and  is  prepared  to  provide  its  share  of 
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all  future  costs  estimated  to  be  another  $9  million.  Federal  funding 
of  $14  million  will  be  required  in  fiscal  year  1997  to  ensure  contin- 
ued construction. 

The  feasibility  study  for  the  Upper  Blue  River-Dodson  has  been 
completed  with  a  favorable  cost/benefit  ratio  and  forwarded  to 
Washington  for  authorization  of  preconstruction,  engineering  and 
design.  This  project  will  provide  flood  projection  for  the  Dodson  In- 
dustrial District.  I  might  say  it  is  an  area  that  is  in  my  council  dis- 
trict, so  I  am  particularly  interested  in  that  project. 

Kansas  City  is  prepared  to  become  the  local  sponsor  and  fund  its 
share  of  the  project  upon  approval.  Federal  funding  of  $950,000 
will  be  required  for  preconstruction,  engineering  and  design. 

The  Turkey  Creek  Basin  Feasibility  Study  is  under  way  in  Kan- 
sas City,  Missouri  and  Kansas  City,  Kansas.  This  Bi-State  Drain- 
age Basin  undergoes  frequent  flooding  from  two  separate  sources. 
Due  to  the  complex  problems  presented  by  this  dual  flood  threat, 
the  study  will  not  be  completed  until  late  1996.  We  would  urge  you 
to  provide  additional  funding  to  complete  this  study  and  move  it 
forward  for  authorization. 

A  repeat  of  the  flood  event  of  July  1993  will  lead  to  abandonment 
of  the  area  and  loss  of  a  portion  of  the  vital  industrial  and  commer- 
cial base  of  the  metropolitan  area.  Federal  funding  of  $250,000  will 
be  required  and  both  Kansas  cities,  Kansas  and  Missouri,  are  pre- 
pared to  fund  the  local  match. 

The  reconnaissance  study  of  the  Swope  Park  Industrial  Area 
Study  was  completed  in  February  1996,  and  recommends  Federal 
interest  in  feasibility  investigation.  This  small  commercial  indus- 
trial area  adjacent  to  the  Blue  River,  just  downstream  of  Dodson, 
is  a  valuable  part  of  our  industrial  base.  We  ask  that  you  support 
continued  funding  and  study  of  this  area.  Federal  funding  of 
$500,000  will  be  required  to  proceed  with  a  feasibility  study,  and 
Kansas  City  is  once  again  prepared  to  become  the  local  sponsor  and 
fund  the  local  match. 

Riverside-Quindaro  Levee,  the  Riverside  is  a  small  river  commu- 
nity of  over  3,000  people  lying  across  the  Missouri  River  from  Kan- 
sas City,  Kansas,  and  adjacent  to  Kansas  City,  Missouri.  It  has 
been  ravaged  by  severe  floods  over  many  years.  This  was  recog- 
nized by  the  Flood  Protection  Act  of  1944. 

One  of  the  last  levees  to  be  built  by  that  authorization,  it  awaits 
the  sponsor's  signature  on  the  local  cooperation  agreement.  Such 
works  were  authorized  by  Congress  upon  the  commitment  by  the 
sponsoring  agency  of  25  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  project.  The  esti- 
mated cost  of  this  levee  is  as  much  as  $56  million.  The  sponsor's 
share  would  be  $  14  million  under  the  original  formula. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  now  changed  the  sponsor's  share  to 
48  percent  or  $26,800,000,  while  most  other  sponsors  have  had  to 
pay  only  25  percent  for  levee  projects  under  this  authorization. 

MO-ARK  requests  the  Federal  Government  honor  their  original 
commitment  of  25  percent  sponsor  cost-share.  This  is  not  the  time 
to  change  horses.  Finish  the  authorized  work  first,  then  seek  new 
financing  strategies. 

We  must  protest  this  treatment  of  this  community.  We  question 
the  authority  of  the  Corps  in  this  regard.  It  would  appear  to  violate 
the  underlying  premise  of  the  Flood  Protection  Act  of  1944. 
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The  recent  1993  floods  cost  the  Federal  Government  $20  milhon. 
In  addition,  State  and  local  government  costs  totaled  $3  million. 
We  suggest  there  is  more  to  lose  by  the  Federal  Government  than 
by  State  and  local  governments  should  another  flood  of  the  1993 
magnitude  occur. 

The  Levee  District  and  the  City  of  Riverside  have  explored  all  op- 
tions open  to  fund  the  project  and  have  reached  the  decision  that 
it  cannot  happen  under  the  48  percent  requested  funding.  Since  in- 
flation can  only  cause  construction  costs  to  increase  as  long  as  the 
project  is  not  started,  we  urge  the  Congress  to  request  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  start  the  project  with  the  local  cooperating  agree- 
ment under  25  percent  requirement  of  the  sponsor  as  most  other 
levee  projects  have  been  accomplished. 

In  addition  to  these  projects,  there  are  two  other  items  of  great 
concern  to  Kansas  City.  During  the  great  flood  of  1993,  we  ob- 
served flood  elevations  well  into  the  design  freeboard  on  levees  and 
floodwalls  on  both  the  Kansas  and  Missouri  Rivers  that  were  built 
to  provide  protection  from  a  500-year  flood. 

The  day  that  it  peaked,  I  was  at  our  downtown  airport  and  ob- 
served the  water  and  the  Missouri  River  within  inches  of  the  top 
of  that  levee,  literally  inches.  Kansas  City  is  concerned  that  this 
level  of  protection  no  longer  exists  due  to  urbanization  of  upstream 
areas.  Therefore,  we  would  request  that  funding  be  provided  to  in- 
vestigate the  current  level  of  protection  provided  by  the  existing 
flood  control  system  in  the  Kansas  City  metropolitan  area. 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  adopted  its  annual  operating 
plan  for  the  Missouri  River.  It  approaches  the  preferred  alternative 
that  was  rejected  by  the  public  and  consequently  by  the  Congress 
last  year.  The  Corps  was  supposed  to  restudy  and  develop  a  new 
EIS  for  the  Water  Master  Control  Manual  over  the  next  2  years. 
Instead,  the  Corps  has  administratively  implemented  most  of  the 
dreaded  features  of  the  PA  in  adopting  the  annual  operating  plan. 
This  plan  is  a  reallocation  of  water,  outside  the  Corps'  authority, 
without  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Protection 
Act. 

It  includes  early  spring  releases,  lower  summer  releases,  a  high- 
er level  of  storage,  all  of  which  will  result  in  a  reduced  navigation 
season.  The  plan  does  not  represent  the  best  interests  of  the  Mid- 
western economy.  MO-ARK  is  opposed  to  such  unilateral  action  by 
the  Corps.  The  impact  can  be  devastating  to  the  farmers  in  the 
States  below  the  Garrison  Dam.  It  has  no  proven  quantified  benefit 
to  others. 

In  closing,  Kansas  City  and  MO-ARK  appreciate  your  past  as- 
sistance on  these  projects  and  urge  your  continued  support  by  pro- 
viding full  funding,  as  requested. 

Thank  you. 

[The  statements  of  Mr.  Gunter  and  Mr,  Blackwood  follow:] 
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MOARK 


THE  MISSOURI-ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASINS  ASSOCIATION 

SERVING  THE  MISSOURI  RIVER  VALLEY  FOR 

WATER  SUPPLY,  FLOOD  CONTROL,  SHIPPERS  AND  OPERATORS 

CONGRESS  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

ENERGY  &  Water  resources 

SUBCOMMTTTE 


Hearing  of  March  5,  1996 


MO-ARK  Association  Delegation:  1 1 :30  AM 
Witness  List: 


Gurnie  Gunter.  President 

Director  of  Water  Services,  Kansas  City,  Missouri 


Charles  Owsley.  Vice  President 

City  Engineer,  Kansas  City,  Missouri 


George  Blackwood.  Member 

Mayor  Pro  Tern,  Kansas  City,  Missouri 


Don  Hurlbert.  Executive  Director 

Retired  City  Engineer,  Kansas  City,  Missouri 


PO  BOX  35024  KANSAS  CITY,  MISSOURI  64134    •»    VOICE  MAIL /FAX  (816)331-4475 
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MOARK 


THE  MISSOURI-ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASINS  ASSOCIATION 

SERVING  THE  MISSOURI  RIVER  VALLEY  FOR 

WATER  SUPPLY,  FLOOD  CONTROL,  SHIPPERS  AND  OPERATORS 


March  5,  1996 


Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515-6015 

Hon.  Myers, 

The  Missouri-Arkansas  River  Basin  Association  requests  your  support  in  the 
1997  Federal  Budget  for  the  following  Flood  Control  Projects; 

Federal  $  Millions 

1.  Blue  River  Channel  lmprovement(12  mile  long)      14.00 

a    Constmction 

2.  Upper  Blue  River  -  Dodson  area  0.95 

Q    Authorization  of  P.  E.  &  D. 

3.  Turkey  Creek  Basin  0.25 

D    Complete  Feasibility  Study 

4.  Blue  River  -  Swope  Park  Industrial  Area  0.50 

D    Begin  Feasibility  Study 

5.  L385  -  Riverside-Quindaro  Bend  District  42.00 

Q    Begin  Construction 

Total  request  for  FY  '97  $  57.70 

This  concludes  the  summary  of  our  request.  The  delegation  will  give  further 
insight  into  the  basis  for  our  request. 


GumieGunter^F 


President 


PO  BOX  35024  KANSAS  CITY,  MISSOURI  64134    «»    VOICE  MAIL/ FAX  (816)331-4475 


1384 


STATEMENT  TO  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

WASHINGTON,  D.C. 

SUBCOMMIHEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEPARTMENT 

CONGRESSMAN  JOHN  T.  MEYERS,  CHAIRMAN 

MARCH  1996 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE: 

I  am  George  Blackwood,  Mayor  Pro  Tem  of  Kansas  City,  Missouri.  I  am  pleased  to 
have  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  representing  both  the  citizens 
of  Kansas  City,  and  the  Missouri-Arkansas  River  Basins  Association  (MO-ARK)  in 
support  of  flood  control  projects  that  are  vital  to  metropolitan  Kansas  City. 

The  metropolitan  Kansas  City  area  is  presently  receiving  federal  funding  for  five 
very  important  flood  control  projects.  These  vital  projects  are  the  key  to  a 
continued  revital  ization  of  several  of  our  flood-prone  industrial  and  commercial 
centers.  These  projects  are: 

1.  Blue  River  Channel  Improvement  (12  mile  long)  — Construction 

2.  Upper  Blue  River-Dodson  Area  —  Authorization  of  P.E.&D. 

3.  Turkey  Creek  Basin  —  Complete  Feasibility  Study 

4.  Blue  River-Swope  Park  Industrial  Area  —  Begin  Feasibility  Study 

5.  L385-Riverside-Quindaro  Bend  District  —  Begin  Construction. 

A  review  of  the  flooding  that  has  occurred  in  the  past,  coupled  with  the  obvious 
reduction  of  flood  damage  generated  by  the  completion  of  the  Brush  Creek  channel 
and  the  partial  completion  of  the  Blue  River  channel,  encourages  us  to  ask  for 
your  continued  support  of  these  vital  projects. 

Blue  River  Channel  Improvement: 

The  twelve-mile  long  Blue  River  channel  project  has  been  underway  for  over 
thirteen  years.  Construction  is  underway  on  another  vital  segment  of  this 
project  which  runs  through  one  of  our  most  important  industrial  areas.  The 
project  will  be  about  45%  complete  when  this  contract  is  finished.  Three 
additional  construction  contracts  will  be  awarded  on  approximately  two-year 
intervals  with  project  completion  scheduled  in  year  2002.  To  date,  the  City  has 
spent  in  excess  of  $24  Million  on  its  share  of  the  project,  and  is  prepared  to 
provide  its  share  of  all  future  costs  estimated  to  be  another  $9  Million. 
Federal  funding  of  $14  Million  will  be  required  in  FY  '97  to  ensure  continued 
construction. 

Upper  Blue  River-Dodson  Area 

The  feasibility  study  for  the  Upper  Blue  River  (Dodson)  has  been  completed  with 
a  favorable  cost/benefit  ratio  and  forwarded  to  Washington  for  authorization  of 
pre-construction,  engineering  and  design.   This  project  will  provide  flood 

1 


1385 


protection  for  the  Dodson  industrial  district .  Kansas  City  is  prepared  to 
become  the  local  sponsor  and  fund  its  share  of  the  project  approval. 
Federal  funding  of  $950,000  will  be  required  for  preconstruction, 
engineering  and  design. 

Turkey  Creek  Basin 

The  Turkey  Creek  basin  feasibility  study  is  underway  in  Kansas  City, 
Missouri,  and  Kansas  City,  Kansas.  This  bi-state  drainage  basin  undergoes 
frequent  flooding  from  two  separate  sources.  Due  to  the  complex  problems 
presented  by  this  dual  flood  threat,  the  study  will  not  be  completed  until 
late  1996.  We  would  urge  you  to  provide  additional  funding  to  complete  this 
study  and  move  it  forward  for  authorization.  A  repeat  of  the  flood  event  of 
July  1993  will  lead  to  abandonment  of  the  area  and  loss  of  a  portion  of  the 
vital  industrial  and  commercial  base  of  the  metropolitan  area.  Federal 
funding  of  the  $250,000  will  be  required  and  Kansas  City  is  prepared  to 
fund  the  local  match. 

Blue  River-Swope  Park  Industrial  District 

The  reconnaissance  study  of  the  Swope  Park  industrial  area  study  was 
completed  in  February  1996  and  recommends  federal  interest  in  feasibility 
investigation.  This  small  commercial/industrial  area  adjacent  to  the  Blue 
River  just  downstream  of  Dodson  is  a  valuable  part  of  our  industrial  base. 
We  ask  that  you  support  continued  funding  and  study  of  this  area.  Federal 
funding  of  $500,000  will  be  required  to  proceed  with  a  feasibility  study 
and  Kansas  City  is  prepared  to  become  the  local  sponsor  and  fund  the  local 
match . 

Riverside-Ouindaro  Levee 

Riverside  is  a  small  river  community  of  over  3,000  people,  lying  across  the 
Missouri  River  from  Kansas  City,  Kansas,  and  adjacent  to  Kansas  City, 
Missouri.  It  has  been  ravaged  by  severe  floods  over  many  years.  This  was 
recognized  by  the  Flood  Protection  Act  of  1944.  One  of  the  last  levees  to 
be  built  by  that  authorization,  it  awaits  the  sponsor's  signature  on  the 
Local  Cooperative  Agreement  (LCA) .  Such  works  were  authorized  by  Congress 
upon  the  commitment  by  the  sponsoring  agency  of  25%  of  the  cost  of  the 
project.  The  estimated  cost  of  this  levee  is  as  much  as  S56.0  Million,  the 
sponsor's  share  would  be  $14.0  Million  under  the  original  formula. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  now  arbitrarily  changed  the  sponsor's  share  to 
48%,  or  $26,800,000,  while  most  other  sponsors  have  had  to  pay  only  25%, 
for  levee  projects  under  this  authorization.  MO-ARK  requests  the  federal 
government  honor  their  original  commitment  of  2  5%  sponsor  cost  share,  this 
is  not  the  time  to  changes  horses.  Finish  the  authorized  work  first,  then 
seek  new  financing  strategies.  We  must  protest  this  treatment  of  this 
community.  We  question  the  Corps  authority  to  do  so  and  feel  it  violates 
the  underlying  premise  of  the  Flood  Protection  Act  of  1944. 

The  recent  1993  floods  cost  the  federal  government  $20.0  Million  in  this 
area.  In  addition,  state  and  local  government  costs  totaled  $3.0  Million. 
We  suggest  there  is  more  to  lose  by  the  federal  government  than  by  state 
and  local  government  should  another  flood  of  the  1993  magnitude  occur. 
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The  Levee  District  and  the  City  of  Riverside  have  explored  all  options  open  to 
fund  the  project,  and  have  reached  the  decision  that  it  cannot  happen  under  the 
48%  requested  funding.  Since  inflation  can  only  cause  construction  costs  to 
increase  as  long  as  the  project  is  not  started,  we  urge  the  Congress  to  request 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  start  the  project  with  an  LCA  of  25%  requirement  of  the 
sponsor  as  most  other  levee  projects  have  been  accomplished. 

In  addition  to  these  projects,  there  are  two  other  items  of  great  concern  to 
Kansas  City. 

Levee  and  Floodwall  Level  of  Protection 

During  the  great  flood  of  1993,  we  observed  flood  elevations  well  into  the  design 
freeboard  on  levees  and  floodwalls  on  both  the  Kansas  and  Missouri  Rivers  that 
were  built  to  provide  protection  from  a  500-year  flood.  Kansas  City  is  concerned 
that  this  level  of  protection  no  longer  exists  due  to  urbanization  of  upstream 
areas.  Therefore,  we  request  that  funding  be  provided  to  investigate  the  current 
level  of  protection  provided  by  the  existing  flood  control  system  in  the  Kansas 
City  metropolitan  area. 

Annual  Operating  Plan 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  adopted  its  annual  Operating  Plan  for  the 
Missouri  River.  It  approaches  the  "Preferred  Alternative"  that  was  rejected  by 
the  public  and  consequently  by  the  Congress  last  year.  The  Corps  was  supposed 
to  restudy  and  develop  a  new  EIS  for  the  Water  Master  Control  Manual  over  the 
next  two  years.  Instead  the  Corps  has  administratively  implemented  most  of  the 
dreaded  features  of  the  P. A.  in  adopting  the  Annual  Operating  Plan.  This  plan 
is  a  reallocation  of  water,  outside  of  the  Corps  authority,  without  compliance 
with  NEPA, 

It  includes  early  spring  releases,  lower  summer  releases,  a  higher  level  of 
storage;  all  of  which  will  result  in  reduced  navigation  season.  The  plan  ^BSB^ 
•<^8Whp— i  does  not  represent  the  best  interests  of  Midwestern  Economy.  MO- 
ARK  is  opposed  to  such  unilateral  action  by  the  Corps.  The  impact  can  be 
devastating  to  the  farmers  in  the  States  below  the  Garrison  Dam.  It  has  no 
proven  quantified  benefit  to  others. 

In  closing,  Kansas  City  and  MO-ARK  appreciate  your  past  assistance  on  these 
projects  and  urges  your  continued  support  by  providing  full  funding  as  requested. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Does  anyone  else  have  statements? 

Mr.  HURLBERT.  I  don't  think  so.  I  think  he  said  it  very  well. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  very  fine  testimony. 
The  committee  has  visited  the  Kansas  City  area  and  shortly  after 
the  floods,  all  the  tremendous  potential  there,  there  was  some  dam- 
age, of  course,  but  at  least  it  wasn't  extensive. 

Mr.  Blackwood.  Not  like  it  would  have  been. 

Mr.  Myers.  That  is  right.  They  were  very  fortunate. 

Mr.  Blackwood.  Very  fortunate. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  visited  it. 


Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
SHORE  PROTECTION  PROJECTS 
WITNESS 
JANE  EKSTEIN,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  SAVE  OUR  SEASHORE 

Mr,  Myers.  Jane  Ekstein,  Executive  Director  of  Save  Our  Sea- 
shore. 

We  introduced  you  a  moment  ago  and  I  understand  you  had 
some  train  problems. 

Ms.  Ekstein.  Right.  Actually,  I  will  try  to  get  rid  of  the  deer-in- 
the-headlights  look  that  I  have  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  will  appear  in  the  record. 
You  may  proceed  for  5  minutes,  as  you  like. 

Ms.  Ekstein.  Thank  you  so  much. 

Introduction  of  Breitwieser  Family 

Mr.  Myers.  I  see  we  have  some  young  constituents  here. 

Would  you  introduce  yourselves  and  where  you  are  from — the 
young  ladies. 

Ms.  Reid.  Sure.  Do  you  guys  want  to  introduce  yourselves? 

This  is  Jajme  Breitwieser  and  Katy  Breitwieser.  They  are  off 
today,  and  we  are  doing  this  is  "How  Laws  are  Made"  field  trip. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  are  from  Maryland? 

Ms.  Reid.  I  am  from  Maryland  and  work  in  the  D.C.  area.  I  took 
a  day  off,  and  we  are  seeing  how  it  is  done,  and  we  are  voting,  and 
doing  the  whole  thing. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you  for  sharing  your  husband,  Jude 
Breitwieser,  with  us,  and  their  father. 

Ms.  Reid.  Then  we  are  having  lunch  with  Dad. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  we  are  pleased  to  have  you  with  us  today,  and 
we  appreciate  the  assistance  your  husband  has  been  providing  dur- 
ing these  hearings. 

Now  Ms.  Ekstein,  you  still  have  5  minutes. 

Ms.  Ekstein.  Thank  you  so  much. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in  fact,  Jane  Ekstein,  Executive  Director  of 
Save  Our  Seashore,  and  I  do  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify 
on  behalf  of  SOS  today  before  the  subcommittee. 

I  will  highlight  for  you  the  written  statement  I  have  prepared 
and  ask  that  the  entire  statement  be  placed  in  the  record  in  the 
interest  of  time. 
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Historically,  as  we  all  know,  the  costs  of  coastal  preservation 
projects  had  been  shared  by  State,  Federal  and  local  government. 
Last  winter,  the  Clinton  administration  proposed  to  drastically 
change  the  role  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  a  general 
outcry  was  heard  throughout  the  country,  including  from  Congress, 
where  the  policy  was  repudiated.  Unfortunately,  as  we  all  know, 
one  year  later  the  administration  is  continuing  to  put  this  policy 
into  effect,  at  least  in  New  York  State,  and  we  are  feeling  the  im- 
pact of  that. 

What  we  find  in  the  State  of  New  York  is  a  seemingly  absence 
of  a  continuing  Federal  commitment  to  funding  these  critical  coast- 
al preservation  projects.  And  what  happens  in  New  York,  and  I  am 
sure  in  many  other  States,  in  domino  fashion,  the  State,  once  it  is 
unable  to  secure  a  commitment  from  the  Federal  Government,  be- 
comes more  reluctant  to  commit  its  funds  and  this  then  moves 
down  into  the  local  levels.  So  those  of  us  that  are  involved  in  coast- 
al advocacy  can  only  watch  and  wait  for  the  next  disaster  to  occur 
while  seemingly  there  is  no  mechanism  in  place  to  move  critical 
projects  along. 

SOS  believes  strongly  that  preserving  our  coastline  is  in  the  na- 
tional interest.  And  beyond  the  obvious  benefits  of  flood  protection, 
environmental  protection  and  economic  protection,  there  are  spe- 
cific issues  in  New  York  that  relate  to  specific  areas  of  the  coast. 
In  New  York,  our  coastline  is  varied.  And  what  we  have  done  for 
your  staffs  is  we  have  provided  a  copy  of  the  book  that  I  have  here 
today,  which  gives  you  in  pictorial  form  our  geography  and  some 
of  the  impacts  that  we  see  of  flood  and  storm  damage. 

So  I  will  be  reviewing  a  couple  of  pages  from  the  book  but  the 
full  book  is  available  to  your  staffs. 

Now,  in  New  York,  there  are  just  five  areas  that  I  would  like  to 
briefly  highlight.  The  first  would  be  the  Westhampton  Dunes  area 
and  point  out  that  t3T)ically  what  has  happened  is  in  January  of 
1993,  after  a  major  storm,  a  small  breach  opened  up  in  our  barrier 
island.  Because  of  lack  of  policy  mechanisms  to  react  quickly  in  a 
few  short  months,  something  which  was  able  to  be  jumped  across 
and  might  have  cost  $50,000  worth  of  sand  in  a  dump  truck  turned 
into  something  three-quarters  of  a  mile  wide,  20  feet  deep  and  cost 
over  $10  million  to  repair.  We  would  suggest  that  this  is  not  an  ef- 
ficient use  of  funds  and  we  do  not  advocate  wasting  anybody's 
money  in  any  State  at  anytime  but  suggest  that  $150,000  is  a  bet- 
ter expenditure  than  $10  million. 

Beyond  that,  from  Fire  Island  Inlet  to  Long  Island  Point  on  Long 
Island's  south  shore,  there  was  a  study  authorized  in  the  Rivers 
and  Harbors  Act  of  1960.  Since  that  time,  nothing  has  happened 
to  move  that  project  to  completion. 

There  are  over  500,000  people  who  live  and  work  in  the  study 
area  and  in  the  35  years  since  1960  the  barrier  island  system  has 
continued  to  deteriorate,  placing  them  each  year  in  more  and  more 
danger.  We  would  suggest  that  35  years  is  a  little  long  to  wait  for 
help  to  occur  and  certainly  hope  that  the  study  to  evaluate  this  sec- 
tion of  our  coastline  could  be  moved  along. 

As  far  as  Fire  Island  itself  is  concerned,  that  is  a  32-mile  stretch 
of  that  particular  barrier  island  system  and  it  is  the  most  endan- 
gered on  our  coastline  at  this  time.  It  is  an  interesting  situation  on 
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Fire  Island  because  it  falls  under  the  jurisdiction  of  State,  Federal 
and  local  interests. 

We  have  great  reaches  of  the  Fire  Island  National  Seashore  as 
well  as  State  parks,  county  parks  and  small  communities.  We  be- 
lieve that  because  of  the  vast  stretch  of  Fire  Island  National  Sea- 
shore, that  at  the  very  least  the  Federal  Government  has  a  respon- 
sibility to  protect  the  lands  under  its  stewardship,  especially  when 
not  protecting  those  lands  would  have  a  tremendously  adverse  im- 
pact on  people  down  drift  of  the  location,  as  well  as  people  who  live 
on  our  South  Shore  Floodplain  less  than  3  miles  away.  The  barrier 
islands  in  New  York  are  unlike  some  others  like  in  North  Carolina 
where  the  Outer  Banks  are  quite  a  bit  further  away. 

Any  time  we  have  officials  up  to  see  it,  they  are  quite  surprised 
to  look  over  and  see  that  the  mainland  with  its  6  million  residents 
is  so  close  by  the  barrier  island  system.  What  has  happened  as  a 
practical  matter  is  it  has  continued  to  deteriorate.  And  I  would 
simply  point  out  that  beyond  the  issues  of  houses,  that  this  sum- 
mer, where  we  had  a  large  and  wide  beach  at  the  Smith  Point 
area,  after  the  blizzard — and  this  is  a  little  hard  to  see,  but  you  can 
look  at  the  book  later  on — the  beach  is  gone.  The  blue  is  the  fishing 
pier,  and  that  is  the  end  of  that. 

Beyond  that,  in  our  State,  Long  Beach  is  another  area  that  we 
would  like  to  talk  about.  There  are  55,000  people  in  Long  Beach 
that  live  on  the  barrier  island,  from  which  there  are  only  two 
egress  points,  one  of  which  is  itself  subject  to  flooding.  The  Corps 
recommended  that  a  project  be  done  there  but  declined  to  construct 
based  on  administration  policy.  We  would  certainly  hope  that  that 
project  can  be  moved  along  and  protect  the  55,000  people  that  live 
on  that  particular  stretch  of  barrier  island. 

Finally,  on  Coney  Island,  where  a  50-year  plan  is  in  place,  we 
would  like  to  suggest  that  since  2  million  people  a  day  swim  at 
those  beaches,  and  they  are  true  public  beaches,  that  that  project 
is  due  and  just  and  belongs  in  process.  So  as  you  can  see,  our  coast 
ranges  from  the  pristine  to  the  highly  populated. 

We  think  that  the  Federal  Government  should  take  responsibil- 
ity for  the  preservation  and  protection  of  our  coastlines.  Recent  sci- 
entific studies  show  that  about  63  percent  of  the  eroding  coast- 
lines— I  am  actually  there — 63  percent  of  our  eroding  coastlines  are 
eroding  because  of  up-drift  and  inlet  maintenance,  which  is  some- 
thing I,  frankly,  just  recently  learned  and  was  shocked  to  know. 

When  we  maintain  inlets  for  navigational  purposes,  I  think  that 
there  is  then  a  responsibility  to  mediate  the  impact  of  that  mainte- 
nance on  down-drift  areas  by  doing  things  like  bypassing  sand- 
strewn  inlets  and  such,  which  just  only  makes  sense.  We  think  it 
is  in  the  common  interest  to  preserve  and  protect  our  coast  for  the 
40  percent  of  our  population  that  reside  near  the  coast,  to  protect 
the  seashore  itself.  It  is  the  number  one  destination  of  the  Nation's 
number  one  industry,  which  is  tourism,  and  we  simply  urge  you  to 
take  a  proactive  approach. 

So  I  guess  if  I  hear  a  bell,  I  will  be  glad  to  answer  any  ques- 
tions.a 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 
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The  committee  has  visited  Fire  Island  and  is  aware  of  the  prob- 
lem there.  But  we  have  many  problems  fmdmg  money  to  do  all  ot 
these  programs. 

So  thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Ekstein  follows:] 
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Save  Our  Seashore,  Inc.  P.O.  Box  469  Brlghtwaters.  NY  1 1 7 1 8-0469 

Jane  Ekstein,  Executive  Director 


Tel:  (516)  583-9266  Fox;  (516)  583-9268 
Judith  P.  Rich,  Associate  Director 


Testimony  by  Jane  Ekstein, 

Executive  Director,  Save  Our  Seashore, 

Before  ttie 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Sub-committee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development. 

Hon.  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 

March  5, 1996 


Mr.  Chairms#i,  I  am  Jane  Ekstein,  Executive  Director  of  Save  Our  Seashore,  Inc.  (SOS).  I  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  testify  on  behalf  of  SOS  today  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water 
Development  of  the  House  Committee  on  Appropriations.  I  am  going  to  highlight  for  you  the  written 
statement  I  have  prepared  and  ask  that  the  entire  statement  also  be  included  in  today 's  hearing  record. 

Save  Our  Seashore,  Inc.  is  a  nonprofit,  nonpartisan,  public  advocacy  organization  based  on  Long 
Island.  Our  membership  is  a  coalition  of  public  officials,  towns  and  villages,  civic  and  home-owner 
groups,  schools,  hospitals,  businesses,  and  private  citizens  that  reaches  from  Montauk  to  Coney 
Island  and  across  Westchester.  The  mission  of  Save  Our  Seashore  is  to  create  a  unified  voice  for 
responsible  coastal  policy  along  NYS '  s  Atlantic  seaboard  and  to  preserve  precious  coastal  resources. 

NYS's  Atlantic  coastline  is  important  to  all  of  us  who  live,  work,  and  play  there.  Lx)cated  in  one  of 
the  most  densely  populated  regions  of  the  United  States,  it  supports  significant  commercial 
interests —  from  tourism  (millions  of  vacationers  annually  flock  to  its  beaches)  to  fishing,  to  small 
local  businesses.  More  importantly,  the  south  shore  barrier  island  system  is  Long  Island's  first  line 
of  defense.  The  barrier  beaches  and  dunes  provide  flood  protection  for  dozens  of  back  bay 
communities,  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  of  mainland  infrastructure  and  property,  major  fishing 
and  recreational  areas,  and  a  vast  estuary  system.  An  irreplaceable  natural  resource,  the  barrier 
islands  are  also  the  site  of  the  Fire  Island  National  Seashore,  New  York's  only  federal  wilderness 
area.  Projects  to  protect  this  important  eco-system  have  high  benefit  to  cost  ratios.  They  mal^ 
economic  sense. 

Historically,  the  costs  of  coastal  preservation  projects  have  been  shared  by  federal,  state,  and  local 
governments.  Last  winter,  when  the  Clinton  administration  proposed  to  drastically  change  the  role 
of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  ("Corps") — in  the  areas  of  hurricane  protection,  storm  damage 
control,  flood  control,  shoreline  erosion  control,  and  navigational  maintenance,  a  general  outcry  of 


SAVE  OUR  SEASHORE,  INC.  is  a  nonprofit,  grass  roote  coalition  concerned  with  theeconomic  and  ecological  consequences 
of  coastal  erosion  along  New  York  State's  Atlantic  coastline.  Our  broad  constituency  includes  elected  officials,  towns  and 
villages,  civic  and  home  owners  organizations,  media  groups,  schools,  hospitals,  businesses,  and  private  citizens. 
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protest  could  be  heard  across  the  country.  Many  in  Congress  went  on  record  calhng  the  policy  ill- 
advised  and  short  sighted.  Yet,  one  year  later,  we  find  the  Administration  is  continuing  to  put  this 
policy  into  practice.  The  Administration  is  continuing  to  put  this  policy  into  practice,  thereby  forcing 
Congress  to  deal  with  coastal  projects  inefficiently,  on  a  one  by  one  basis. 

In  the  absence  of  a  continuing  federal  commitment  to  coastal  protection,  state  government  is  finding 
it  difficult  to  proceed  with  critical  projects.  And,  in  domino  fashion,  once  the  state  is  unable  to 
commit,  local  governments  are  also  unable  to  act.  Those  involved  in  coastal  advocacy  can  only  watch 
and  wait  for  the  next  disaster  to  strike. 

The  impact  —  both  short  and  long-term  —  that  these  policy  changes  in  the  Corps'  role  would  have 
on  New  York  State' s  coastal  areas  is  grave  indeed.  I  would  like  to  offer  a  few  representative  examples 
of  what  we  might  expect. 

Consequences  of  Proposals  by  the  Administration  to  Cut  Funding  for 
Storm  Damage  Control,  Flood  Control,  and  Coastal  Protection  Programs. 

The  proposal  to  remove  the  Corps  from  any  project  without  "national  significance  would  potentially 
end  coastal  navigational  and  inlet  maintenance  along  Long  Island's  South  Shore.  As  a  result  some 
inlets  would  shoal  in  and  close.  New  inlets  would  open  at  unknown  locations.  Disaster  preparedness 
personnel  would  be  at  a  loss  to  effectively  protect  the  population.  Infrastructure  and  property  would 
be  at  risk.  Business  and  industry  based  at  currently  existing  inlets  would  be  displaced. 

Under  the  administration's  current  policy,  the  Corps  would  be  precluded  from  participation  in  a 
majority  of  projects  for  hurricane  protection,  fiood  control,  .storm  damage  conu-ol,  and  shoreline 
erosion  control.  There  would  be  no  further  replenishment  projects  at  the  Rockaways,  Point  Lookout, 
Long  Beach,  the  north  shore  of  Long  Island,  and  Staten  Island.  These  densely  populated  areas  would 
be  left  vulnerable  to  flooding.  The  local  economy  would  suffer  enormous  losses.  In  the  case  of  Long 
Beach,  acity  of  55,OOOcitizens  would  remain  in  harms  way.  In  Rockaway,  more  than  300,000  people 
would  be  impacted. 

On  eastern  Long  Island,  a  long-awaited  "Reformulation  Study"  of  the  coast,  from  Fire  Island  Inlet 
to  Montauk  Point,  first  recommended  in  1 960,  might  be  completed.  But  without  Corps  participation, 
implementation  of  the  resultant  management  plan  could  not  occur  without  hard  fought,  year-by-ycar, 
project  by  project  appropriations.  Funding  multi-year  projects  and  forging  long-term  partnerships 
with  state  and  local  government  would  be  almost  impossible.  Without  a  proactive  federal  commit- 
ment, the  large  scale  management  plan  for  this  83  mile  stretch  of  shoreline  would  never  become  a 
reality.  An  "interim"  project  to  nourish  Fire  Island,  the  32  -  mile-long  stretch  of  the  barrier,  would 
be  in  jeopardy .  Although  erosion  on  the  island  can  bcpartially  traced  to  updrifl  inlet  maintenance  and 
an  incomplete  groin  field,  the  barrier,  along  with  the  wetlands,  bays,  and  mainland  which  it  protects, 
would  remain  endangered.  (The  "interim"  project  is  work  of  an  emergency  nature  that  is  lo  be  done 
while  the  larger  Reformulation  Study  is  being  completed.  The  mainland  of  Long  Island  would  be 
more  susceptible  to  increased  damage  from  high  frequency  storms  such  as  Nor'easlcrs.)  The 
potential  for  catastrophic  loss  from  hurricanes  and  other  less  frequent  storms  could  rise  len-fold. 
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Business  investments,  public  infrastructure,  the  environment,  property,  and  lives  would  be  in 
jeopardy.  At  Westhampton  Beach,  an  "interim"  Corps  project  which  would  bring  a  44-year  level  of 
protection  to  the  area,  would  be  built  but  there  would  be  no  further  work  to  either  maintain  the  project 
or  re-evaluate  the  area  for  a  more  comprehensive  level  of  protection  long  term. 

The  Corps  would  also  be  prohibited  from  future  participation  in  small  projects  for  flood  control, 
navigation,  emergency  stream  bank  erosion,  and  beach  erosion  control. 

Finally,  the  major  costs  of  flood  protection  programs,  currently  administered  by  the  Corpswould  be 
shifted  back  to  the  states,  something  which  state  and  local  governments  can  clearly  not  afford.  Corps 
expertise  would  no  longer  be  available  to  local  government.  In  New  York  State,  projects  at  Shelter 
Island,  Oakwood  Beach  (Staten  Island),  and  Rikers  Island  in  all  hkelihood  would  never  be  built. 
Without  these  projects  which  provide  for  emergency  access,  there  would  be  significant  threat  to  life 
and  property. 

Preserving  the  Coastline  is  in  the  National  Interest. 

Beyond  the  obvious  benefits  common  to  all  parts  of  the  coast  —  flood  protection,  environmental 
protection,  and  economic  protection,  specific  issues  relate  to  specific  areas  of  the  shore.  In  my  state 
—  New  York  —  the  compelling  arguments  for  coastal  preservation  are  as  varied  as  the  shore  itself. 
Here  are  five  representative  locations  and  the  supporting  rationale: 

•  Westhampton  Dunes 

Losses  due  to  erosion  are  a  direct  result  of  an  incomplete  beach  stabilization  project  undertaken  by 
federal,  state,  and  local  governments.  Where  government  action  causes  harm  to  coastal  resources, 
government  must  bear  the  responsibility  for  mediation. 

•  Fire  Island  Inlet  to  Montauk  Point 

There  are  500,000  citizens  who  live  and  work  in  the  study  area.  They  arc  in  harm's  way.  The  Fire 
Island  to  Montauk  Point  Study  was  initially  authorized  in  I960.  We  suggest  thai  .^5+  years  is  too 
long  to  wait  for  its  completion. 

•  Fire  Island 

Fire  Island,  an  integral  part  of  Long  Island's  barrier  island  .system,  is  the  single  most  endangered 
location  along  the  Atlantic  .seaboard.  The  Fire  Island  "Interim  Nourishment  Project"  must  be  fasl- 
trackcd.  There  arc  a  number  of  reasons;  I'll  focus  on  one.  Fire  Island  falls  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
federal,  state,  and  lix;al  government.  The  federal  government  has  a  responsibility  to  care  for  land 
under  its  stewardship  —  the  Fire  Island  National  Seashore  —  especially  when  (ailing  to  do  so  will 
adversely  impact  citizens  ofdowndrift  communities.  Local  communities  —  which  comprise  less 
than  20%  of  the  land  area  —  have  shown  their  willingness  to  bcara  disproportionale  share  of  the  cost 
ofa  nourishment  project.  Rather  than  seek  "special  interest"  Irealmenl,  the  communilics  are  looking 
instead  for  a  partnership  with  the  federal  government. 
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Save  Our  Seashore  -  4 

•  Long  Beach 

The  Long  Beach  nourishment  project  must  be  funded.  The  City  of  Long  Beach  is  made  up  of  55,000 
middle  class  citizens.  Situated  on  a  barrier  island  between  two  inlets.  Long  Beach  has  only  two  egress 
points — one  of  which  is  itself  subject  to  flooding.  The  Corps  deemed  a  nourishment  project  worthy,  but 
adhering  to  administration  pohcy ,  declined  to  construct.  There  is  at  this  time  no  other  mechanism  in  place 
which  would  allow  for  the  construction  of  this  $69.0  million  project. 

•  Coney  Island 

On  a  hot  summer's  day  up  to  two  million  citizens  swim  at  Coney  Island.  As  "peoples"  beaches  they 
merit  national  attention.  It  is  proper  that  a  50  -  year  plan  is  in  place  to  maintain  these  beaches. 

The  Federal  Government  ShouldTake  Responsibility  for  the  Preservation 
and  Protection  of  Our  Nation's  Coastlines. 

It  has  been  shown  that  some  63%  of  our  shores  are  eroding  as  a  result  of  up-drift  inlet  maintenance. 
Many  of  these  inlets  which  are  dredged  and  stabilized  for  navigational  purposes,  are  administered 
under  federal  auspices. 

If  the  administration's  position  regarding  the  role  of  the  Corps  remains  in  force,  the  policy  must  be 
refined.  At  the  very  least,  what  is  required  is  a  re-evaluation  of  what  is  in  the  national  interest.  Is 
it  not  in  our  common  interest  to  preserve  and  protect: 

•  The  lives  and  livelihoods  of  the  40%  of  the  population  who  reside  along  or  near  our  coasts. 

•  The  seashore  —  the  number  one  destination  of  the  nation's  number  one  industry:  tourism. 


Preserve  Our  Natural  Resources  and  the  Lives  and  Livelihoods  of  Our 
Citizens. 

Save  Our  Seashore  urges  you  to  prevent  the  scenarios  I  have  described  from  becoming  a  reality. 
Insist  that  the  federal  government  talte  a  proactive  approach  to  shore  protection.  Until  the 
administration  policy  is  re-defined,  insure  that  monies  are  appropriated  to  fund  coastal 
preservation  The  costs  of  waiting  for  disaster  to  stril(e  Itefore  reacting  are  far  too  great.  Tlie 
Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  will  certainly  attest  to  that. 

If  we  abandon  our  coastline  there  will  be  no  winners.  We  will  simply  be  poorer  both 
economically  and  ecologically,  tiaving  squandered  one  of  our  most  precious  and  irreplaceable 
resources. 

I  would  be  pleased  to  respond  to  any  questions  you  and  your  colleagues  may  have. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
INDIANA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  PETER  J.  VISCLOSKY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  INDIANA 

Mr.  Myers.  Our  colleague,  Pete  Visclosky  from  Indiana. 

Your  prepared  statement  will  appear  in  the  record,  and  you  may 
proceed  for  the  next  5  minutes  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Visclosky.  I  appreciate  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  must  advise  the  Chair  this  is  a  very  sad  day  in  my  life.  I  will 
miss  you,  and  I  will  also  miss  Mr.  Bevill,  and  I  would  want  that 
to  be  clearly  noted  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Visclosky.  I  have  now  either  as  a  member  of  the  congres- 
sional staff  or  a  Member  of  this  body  been  dealing  with  the  sub- 
committee since  1977.  And  I  am  very  sincere  in  sa3dng  that  your 
retirement,  as  well  as  Mr.  Bevill's,  will  be  a  great  loss  to  the  coun- 
try, this  institution,  this  subcommittee.  Both  of  you  have  been  clas- 
sic gentlemen,  and  for  that  I  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  the  nice  words.  I  will  tell  Tom. 

Mr.  Visclosky.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  indicated,  I  will  have  my 
statement  entered  into  the  record  and  would  simply  want  to  high- 
light two  of  the  projects  that  I  would  request  before  the  committee. 

First,  I  would  like  to  request  your  support  for  the  Indiana  Shore- 
line Erosion  Project.  I  am  requesting  $5.5  million  for  fiscal  year 
1997  construction  funds  to  complete  the  initial  nourishment  phase 
of  the  project. 

Although  this  project  was  authorized  under  the  1986  Water  Re- 
sources and  Development  Act,  I  only  began  to  seek  funding  for  it 
last  year,  when  it  became  clear  that  without  congressional  inter- 
vention, the  Corps  would  never  undertake  the  project.  Inaction 
would  have  resulted  in  the  loss  of  the  far-eastern  dunes  at  the  In- 
diana Dunes  National  Lakeshore. 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  caused  the  erosion  problem  at  the 
Indiana  Dunes,  and  so  I  believe  the  Corps  has  a  responsibility  to 
rectify  the  problem.  The  Corps'  structure  at  the  Michigan  City  Har- 
bor intercepts  material  in  Lake  Michigan  waters  that  would  other- 
wise replenish  the  Indiana  Dune's  shoreline.  As  a  result,  the  dune 
bluff,  especially  at  Mount  Baldy,  has  suffered  catastrophic  erosion. 
Shoreline  rescission  rates  have  averaged  10  feet  per  year.  In  years 
when  lake  levels  are  high,  the  combined  effect  can  cause  erosion  of 
up  to  30  feet. 

Last  year's  appropriation  of  $1.5  million  will  finance  the  place- 
ment of  approximately  83,000  tons  of  beach  material  at  the  site 
this  year.  In  addition,  the  funds  will  allow  the  proposed  baseline 
monitoring  program  to  be  completed.  It  is  imperative  that  the 
Corps  continue  the  construction  of  this  project. 

I  also  seek  bill  language  to  get  the  Army  Corps  moving  on  the 
Lake  George  Fish  and  Wildlife  Restoration  Project  in  Hobart,  Indi- 
ana, and  an  appropriation  of  $260,000  to  allow  for  completion  of 
the  design  memorandum  and  to  perform  plans  and  specifications 
for  the  project.  Despite  the  Corps'  claims  that  the  Lake  George 
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Project  demonstrates  a  Federal  interest  based  upon  the  project's 
recreation  values,  there  has  been  little  movement  on  the  project  in 
recent  years. 

The  purpose  of  the  project  is  to  restore  the  quality  of  Lake 
George  by  removing  an  unquantified  amount  of  silt,  aquatic  growth 
and  other  materials  that  have  accumulated  in  the  lake.  The  project 
includes  flood  control,  environmental  enhancement,  and  recreation 
for  an  area  that  comprises  282  acres  of  Lake  George,  Turkey  Creek 
and  Deep  River  in  the  vicinity  of  Hobart  and  upstream  to  Lake 
Station,  Indiana. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again,  I  appreciate  your  courtesy  in  allowing  me 
to  testify,  make  my  request  and  wish  you  all  the  best  in  your  life. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Visclosky  follows:] 


PETER  J   VISCLOSKY 


1397 
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l^ousfe  of  ^epregentatibeg 
"*""  aaaagfjington,  3BC  20515-1401 

Statement  of  Representative  Pete  Visclosky 

before  the 

Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water 

March  5,  1996 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  Thank  you.  And  thank  you,  Mr.  Bevill. 

It  is  hard  to  believe  you  will  both  be  retiring  at  the  end  of  this  term.  For  the 
past  30  years,  you  have  been  considered  among  the  most  civil  gentlemen  in  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Each  of  you  has  dedicated  a  lifetime  of  service  to  this 
institution,  and  you  will  both  be  greatly  missed. 

Mr.  Bevill,  during  the  17  years  you  chaired  this  subcommittee,  you  brought 
to  Congress  and  the  Appropriations  Committee  the  rare  ability  to  find  common 
ground  among  all  parties  and  reach  compromises  for  the  good  of  all  Americans. 
Mr.  Myers,  as  Chairman  during  this  past,  and  most  difficult  year,  you  shepherded 
the  FY  1996  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  bill  through  Congress  with  ease. 
That  your  bill  was  one  of  the  few  signed  into  law,  is  a  testament  to  your  leadership. 

The  people  of  Northwest  Indiana  hold  each  of  you  in  the  highest  regard. 
You  have  increased  our  livelihood  by  maintaining  ports  that  receive  the  iron  ore 
we  use  to  make  our  steel.  You  have  supported  our  flood  control  projects  which 
save  lives  and  our  property.  You  protected  our  shoreline  and  supported  programs 
to  safeguard  us  fi'om  contaminated  sediments.   The  legacy  of  your  works  will  be 
remembered  long  after  your  return  to  private  life. 

Northwestern  Indiana  is  home  to  nine  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  erosion, 
harbor  and  flood  control  projects.  Today,  I  wanted  to  go  over  these  projects  and 
give  you  an  idea  of  the  work  I  believe  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  should  be 
capable  of  doing  in  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  1997.  The  Corps'  official  budget  has  not  yet 
been  released,  therefore,  some  of  these  numbers  may  not  correlate  with  the 
numbers  that  come  up  with  the  President's  budget  in  mid-Msirch. 
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First,  I  would  like  to  express  my  support  for  the  Indiana  Shoreline 
Erosion  Project.    I  am  requesting  $5,532,000  in  FY  1997  construction  funds  to 
complete  the  initial  nourishment  phase  of  the  project.    Although  this  project  was 
authorized  under  the  1 986  Water  Resources  and  Development  Act,  I  only  began  to 
seek  funding  for  it  last  year  ~  when  it  became  clear  that,  without  Congressional 
intervention,  the  Corps  would  never  undertake  the  project.  Inaction  would  have 
resulted  in  permanent  loss  of  the  far-eastern  dunes  at  the  Indiana  Dunes  National 
Lakeshore. 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  caused  the  erosion  problem  at  the  Indiana 
Dunes,  so  the  Army  Corps  has  a  responsibility  to  fix  the  problem.  The  Corps' 
structures  at  the  Michigan  City  Harbor  intercept  material  in  Lake  Michigan  waters 
that  would  otherwise  replenish  the  Indiana  Dunes'  shoreline.  As  a  result,  the  dune 
bluff,  especially  at  Mount  Baldy,  has  suffered  caustic  erosion.  Shoreline  recession 
rates  have  averaged  10  feet  per  year.  In  years  when  lake  levels  are  high,  the 
combined  effect  can  cause  erosion  of  up  to  30  feet. 

Last  year's  appropriation  of  $1.5  million  will  finance  the  placement  of 
approximately  83,000  tons  of  beach  material  at  the  site  this  year.  In  addition,  the 
funds  will  allow  the  proposed  baseline  monitoring  program  to  be  completed.  It  is 
imperative  that  the  Corps  continue  construction  of  the  Shoreline  Erosion  Project, 
or  we  will  lose  this  spectacular  natural  resource. 


I  also  seek  bill  language  to  get  the  Corps  moving  on  the  Lake  George  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Restoration  Project,  Hobart,  Indiana,  and  an  appropriation  of 
$260,000  to  allow  for  completion  of  the  Design  Memorandum  and  to  perform 
plans  and  specifications  for  the  project.  Despite  the  Corps'  claims  that  "the  Lake 
George  project  demonstrates  a  Federal  interest  based  upon  the  project's  recreation 
values,"  there  has  been  little  movement  on  the  project  in  recent  years. 

The  purpose  of  the  project  is  to  restore  the  quality  of  Lake  George  by 
removing  an  imquantified  amount  of  silt,  aquatic  growth  and  other  materials  that 
have  accumulated  in  the  lake.  The  project  includes  flood  control,  environmental 
enhancement,  and  recreation  for  an  area  that  comprises  the  282-acre  Lake  George, 
Turkey  Creek  and  Deep  River  in  the  vicinity  of  Hobart  and  upstream  to  Lake 
Station,  Indiana.  Congressional  direction  is  essential  to  get  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  take  substantive  action  on  the  project. 


1399 


The  Little  Calumet  River  Flood  Control  Project,  Lake  County,  Indiana  is 
the  major  flood  control  project  in  Northwest  Indiana.  With  22  miles  of  levee  and 
floodwall  construction,  13  pumping  plants,  channel  and  bridge  modifications,  and 
a  flood  warning  system,  this  project  will  prevent  $15.5  million  in  average  annual 
flood  damages. 

I  anticipate  the  administration  will  ask  for  $1 1  million  in  FY  1997  to 
continue  major  construction  on  the  Little  Calumet  River  Project.    Work  scheduled 
for  FY  1997  includes:  completion  of  three,  major  levee  construction  projects; 
continued  work  on  one  levee;  and  initiation  of  construction  on  a  pumping  station. 
Recreation,  landscaping,  and  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation  will  also  be  undertaken 
with  FY  1997  funds. 

There  are  three,  smaller  flood  control  projects  that  are  also  a  part  of  the 
Little  Calumet  River  basin: 

The  Cady  Marsh  Ditch  Flood  Control  Project,  primarily  located  in 
Griffith,  Indiana,  needs  a  $330,000  appropriation  in  FY  1997  to  complete  the 
engineering  and  design  phase  of  the  project.  The  Cady  March  Ditch  is  a  major 
tributary  of  the  Little  Calumet  River.  It  is  six  miles  long  and  provides  drainage  for 
about  17  square  miles.  This  project  provides  for  the  widening  and  deepening  of 
1,290  feet  of  the  ditch  and  will  alleviate  chronic  flooding  affecting  homes  and 
roadways.  The  project  will  prevent  annual  flood  damages  averaging  $823,000. 

The  Little  Calumet  River  Basin,  Calumet  Township,  also  known  as  the 
Cady  Marsh  Ditch  expansion  project,  will  help  to  alleviate  flooding  at  the 
headwaters  of  Cady  Marsh  Ditch.  This  project  is  currently  approaching  the 
feasibility  phase.  The  on-going  reconnaissance  study,  which  will  be  completed 
this  April,  has  examined  flooding  of  homes,  a  cemetery,  and  major  transportation 
routes.  A  $150,000  appropriation  will  be  used  to  finalize  the  Federal  Cost  Sharing 
Agreement  (FCSA)  and  initiate  work  on  the  feasibility  phase  of  the  project. 

The  Little  Calumet  River  Basin,  Dyer,  Indiana  project  addresses  fi^uent 
flooding  problems  within  a  residential  community.  The  Flood  Insurance 
Administration  has  estimated  that  600  structures  and  more  than  $50  million  in 
property  are  at  risk.  In  addition,  because  floodwater  typically  takes  4  to  5  days  to 
drain,  the  impact  of  flooding  on  the  community's  transportation  routes  is 
significant.  I  am  requesting  $150,000  to  initiate  work  on  the  feasibility  phase  of 
the  project  in  FY  1997. 
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Northwest  Indiana  has  three  harbors  which  receive  assistance  from  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers: 

The  Burns  Waterway  Harbor,  also  known  as  Indiana's  International  Port 
at  Bums  Harbor,  is  one  of  the  premier  ports  in  the  Great  Lakes.  Last  year,  over 
100  ships  and  more  than  700  barges  came  to  the  harbor  handling  more  than  2.5 
million  tons  of  cargo  —  including  268,000  tons  of  finished  export  steel.  I  have 
two  FY  1997  appropriations  items  for  the  Bums  Waterway  Harbor:  $4,190,000 
for  ongoing  constmction,  and  $1,200,000  for  regular  operations  and  maintenance. 

Operations  and  maintenance  activities  scheduled  for  FY  1997  include  on- 
going repairs  for  the  west  leg  of  the  north  breakwater  and  a  survey  of  the  depths  of 
the  harbor. 

For  construction,  $4,000,000  will  be  needed  to  continue  work  on  the  new 
breakwater  at  the  harbor.    These  funds  will  bring  the  project  to  almost  80  percent 
complete.  The  existing  breakwater  at  Bums  Harbor  was  built  in  1965  and  has 
deteriorated  to  a  point  where  vessels  serving  the  harbor  have  been  threatened 
during  inclement  weather,  putting  lives  and  cargo  in  danger.    An  additional 
$190,000  in  constmction  funds  are  necessary  to  provide  handicapped  access  to  a 
small  jetty  constmction  project  currently  underway  at  the  Harbor. 

Due  to  delays  at  the  Burns  Waterway  Small  Boat  Harbor,  only  a  small 
appropriation,  approximately  $5,000,  will  be  needed  for  routine  maintenance 
repair,  stmcture  monitoring  and  to  continue  dredging  preparation  for  the  Harbor. 

Finally,  the  Indiana  Harbor  project  requires  $560,000  for  dredging  studies 
and  confmed  disposal  facility  design  and  engineering.  This  long-term  project  will 
provide  dredging  of  the  entire  Federal  navigation  channel  at  the  Indiana  Harbor 
and  Ship  Canal  to  authorized  depths  ranging  from  22  to  29  feet.  ~  The  harbor  has 
not  been  dredged  since  1972  because  the  sediments  are  contaminated  to  the  point 
where  they  require  a  containment  facility.    After  years  of  study,  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  containment  facility  is  now  in  the 
public  comment  period,  and  General  Design  Memorandum  will  be  initiated  as 
soon  as  the  EIS  is  released  and  approved  by  other  government  agencies. 


In  closing,  I  recognize  that  money  will  be  very  tight  this  year,  and  thank  the 
Subcommittee  for  its  consideration.    I  have  greatly  appreciated  your  support  and 
friendship  over  the  years.  Chairman  Myers  and  Mr.  Bevill,  I  wish  you  both  all  the 
best  this  year,  and,  especially  in  the  coming  years,  as  you  enjoy  your  private  lives. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you.  And  we  look  forward  to  working 
with  you.  We  are  still  going  to  be  around  for  another  10  months, 
Tom  and  I  are. 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Thanks  for  the  warning. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  will  be  pleased  to  work  with  you,  as  we  always 
have. 

Mr.  ViSCLOSKY.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thanks  for  your  testimony. 


Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 

NEBRASKA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  DOUG  BEREUTER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  NEBRASKA 

Mr.  Myers.  Doug  Bereuter,  our  colleague  from  Nebraska.  Your 
prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you  may  pro- 
ceed as  you  like  for  the  next  five  minutes. 

Mr.  Bereuter.  Thank  you  very  much,  Chairman  Myers,  and  to 
all  members  of  the  subcommittee.  I  appreciate  an  opportunity  to 
testify  before  you  today.  I  would  say  to  Chairman  Myers,  a  friend, 
you  will  be  missed  in  the  House  and  in  the  Congress,  because  you 
have,  as  Ranking  Minority  Member  for  many  years  and  then  last 
year  and  this  year  as  Chairman,  brought  proper  insight,  and  are 
among  the  best,  most  knowledgeable  people  on  these  subjects  that 
the  House  has  seen,  and  you  have  always  treated  us  with  not  only 
wisdom,  but  also  equity. 

Mr.  Myers.  Good.  Thank  you.  Nice  words. 

Mr.  Bereuter.  The  Ranking  Member,  Mr.  Bevill,  Chairman  for 
a  longer  period  of  time,  also  had  a  tremendous  store  of  knowledge 
and  we  had  the  same  kind  of  positive  and  equitable  treatment  from 
him  when  he  was  the  Chairman,  I  can  say  without  any  kind  of  ex- 
aggeration. So  I  thank  you  for  your  service  and  we  are  not  saying 
good-bye  to  you  today,  but  this  is  the  last  chance  to  officially  tes- 
tify. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bereuter.  My  written  statement  will  be  amended  with  some 
of  my  own  thoughts.  So  I  will  turn  over  to  the  clerk  a  different  ver- 
sion. But  let  me  just  say  that  I  am  here  today  to  ask  for  funding 
for  two  specific  flood  control  projects  in  my  district.  One  will  con- 
tinue a  Section  205  program  in  the  village  of  Pender,  Nebraska, 
where  they  are  now  in  the  plans  and  specs  phase  of  the  project. 

We  are  going  to  have  a  halt  to  the  project  unless  we  can  get  some 
reprogramming.  This  small  village,  a  county  seat,  is  in  the  poorest 
county  in  Nebraska,  by  every  indication.  They  have  spent,  I  think, 
well  over  $160,000  of  their  own  money  and  natural  resource  dis- 
trict money  at  this  stage  already. 

The  Nebraska  Department  of  Roads  would  mesh  extremely  well 
with  this  if  we  can  proceed  at  the  same  pace  we  had  planned  to. 
It  would  save  the  State  and  the  Federal  Government  a  substantial 
amount  of  money  because  the  Department  of  Roads  will  proceed  in 
building  a  highway  in  a  fashion  which  will  contribute  to  the  flood 
control  project  for  the  Village  of  Pender. 
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By  the  way,  about  80  percent  of  the  Village  of  Pender  is  in  the 
floodplain,  and  there  is  little  alternative  except  this  project. 

Secondly,  the  Antelope  Creek  Flood  Control  and  Drainage  Study 
now  underway.  We  are  requesting  an  additional  $175,000  to  con- 
tinue that  effort,  which  involves  the  State,  the  University  of  Ne- 
braska, the  City  of  Lincoln  and  the  natural  resource  district. 

Antelope  Creek  was  once  a  meandering  stream,  but  has  now 
been  channelized  through  the  heart  of  the  central  business  district 
of  Lincoln,  the  capital  city.  They  are  faced  with  very  obsolete  infra- 
structure there  that  could  collapse  at  any  time.  The  major  conduit 
that  takes  the  creek  beneath  the  City  of  Lincoln,  is  in  danger  of 
collapse  and  needs  to  be  replaced,  but  it  is  an  opportunity  for  the 
university  and  the  natural  resource  district  and  the  city  to  prepare 
for  a  better  traffic  flow,  flood  control  and  pedestrian  movement  in 
that  region. 

And  finally,  I  wanted  to  speak  about  two  specific  projects  that  re- 
late to  the  Missouri  River.  You  will  be  hearing  from  one  of  my  con- 
stituents and  one  of  Tim  Johnson's  constituents  later  today,  if  you 
haven't  already,  about  the  need  for  ongoing  operation  and  mainte- 
nance funds  for  the  Missouri  River  Bank  Stabilization  Project. 

This  remaining  unchannelized  portion  of  the  Missouri  River 
below  the  last  of  the  Mainstem  dams  of  the  Pick-Sloan  era  is  sub- 
ject to  extraordinary  erosion  because  of  the  releases  from  that  dam. 
And  it  is  doing  great  damage  to  the  area.  We  have  started  the  proc- 
ess of  providing  them  about  $200,000  a  year  to  keep  up  the  various 
improvements  that  reduce  the  level  of  erosion.  I  would  like  to  ask 
for  the  continuation  of  that  $200,000. 

And  I  have  always  spoken  as  the  lead  witness  for  the  Missouri 
River  Mitigation  Project,  which  involves  the  four  States  of  Iowa, 
Nebraska,  Missouri  and  Kansas.  It,  too,  is  an  opportunity  to  help 
restore  the  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  that  was  lost  because  of  the 
channelization  of  the  Missouri  from  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  to  St.  Louis, 
Missouri. 

The  projects  are  now  underway  in  several  areas.  We  almost 
missed  the  boat  in  not  starting  them  within  the  authorization  pe- 
riod, but  I  would  like  to  see  continued  funding  for  this  four-State 
effort. 

We  do  also  have  a  proposal  for  a  Platte  River  flood  study,  which 
is  important.  We  are  asking  for  a  feasibility  request,  if  you  can 
grant  it  to  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  those  are  my  requests,  nothing  out  of  the  ordi- 
nary. But  I  would  like  to  close  by  commending  the  committee  for 
rejecting  the  administration's  proposed  policies  last  year  to  radi- 
czdly  revise  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  mission  and  severely  restrict 
its  role  in  local  flood  control  projects.  Section  205,  small  flood  con- 
trol projects,  the  Section  14  emergency  stream  bank  and  shoreline 
and  protection  projects  are  very  important. 

We  also  make  good  use  of  the  Section  22  program,  and  I  think 
that  the  money  that  we  spend  in  the  Great  Plains  Midwest  is  very 
well  spent  in  that  respect.  So  thank  you  for  resisting  the  change 
there.  I  think  these  are  very  important  projects  and  programs  that 
continue  to  make  the  Corps  of  Engineers  relevant  to  the  people 
that  live  in  the  center  of  the  United  States,  as  well  as  the  people 
that  live  on  the  shorelines  that  use  the  program. 
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Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Bereuter  follows:] 
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TESnMONYBY 

REPRESEVEA3TVE  DOUG  BEREUTIR 

BEH1«E  THE  HCXJBE  SUBCXXVlMrnEE 

as  ENERGY  AND  WAMR  AHBOHOAIIONS 

MARCH  5, 1996 


Sumnary  of  funding  requests: 

1.  Bender  fLxtan  Creek)  Flood  Control  Project: 

Request  $270,000  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  Section  205  program  to 
allow  for  preparation  of  the  Plans  and  Specs  Phase  of  the  project. 

2.  .anteJope  Creek  Flood  Control  and  Or=^7naq»a  <?/ur?y.' 

Request  $175,000  for  the  cxigoing  Antelc^ie  Creek  Flood  Control  and 
Drainage  Study  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  E^ineers  in  oooperaticxi  with  the 
City  of  Lincoln,  Nebraska,  the  Uhiversity  of  Nebraska,  and  the  LcMer  Platte 
South  NaturaLL  Resources  District. 

3.  Missouri  River  Mitiaatian  Project: 

Si;f:pQrt  for  an  adequate  level  of  funding  for  this  important  project 
vdiicii  helps  restore  fish  and  wildlife  habitat. 

4.  Missouri  National  Recreation  River  Project  —  Foar-State  Recticm: 

Sc^iport  the  Missouri  River  Bank  Stabilization  Ccmnittee's  request  for 
$200,000  to  be  eCT>rcpriated  for  coitinued  operaticxi  and  mciintenance  of  works 
previously  built  under  Section  32  Streambank  Erosicm  Ccxitrol  and  Destonstration 
Act. 


5.  State  and  Local  Flood  OantrpI  Assistance 

Si^iport  adequate  funding  levels  for  Secticxi  205  (small  flood  ccxTtrol) , 
Secticxi  14  (eaonergency  streambank  and  shoreline  protecticxi) ,  and  Section  22 
(planning  assistance  to  states  and  tribes) . 

6.  LMer  Platte  Flood  Study 

Request  $490,000  for  feasibility  studies  of  four  projects  identified  as 
a  result  of  the  draft  reconnaissance  phase  of  the  flood  study. 
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REFraSENTAUVE  DOUG  BaBKEUIHl 

BEPC«E  IHE  BOUSE  SUBCOMMrnEE 

OV  BSERGY  AND  WAUR  AH«C»RIAIIONS 

MARCH5,15»6 

Clialrinan  M^ers,  Ccngressman  Bevill,  and  members  of  the  Subocnmittee, 
thank  you  for  the  cpportunity  to  e^:pear  before  your  subcoimittee  to  sw^port 
funding  for  several  projects  and  programs  of  interest  to  my  cxaistituents  and 
the  citizens  of  Nebraska.  Chairman  Myers,  friend,  we  will  miss  you  in  the 
House  and  cxi  this  subcanmittee.  As  the  ranking  minority  manber  and  then  last 
year  and  this  as  chairman,  you  have  provided  outstanding  leadership  for  the 
Congress  cai  energy  and  water  and  you  have  performed  your  duties  with  wisdom, 
good  judgment,  and  equitable  treatment  of  your  colleagues.  Thank  you! 

Surely  the  same,  without  exaggeration  is  tnie  of  the  ranking  minority 
member,  Mr.  Bevill,  who  chaired  the  subccnimittee  so  well  for  many  years.  Tcm, 
too,  we  will  miss  your  great  contributicms  to  the  country  after  your  iapending 
retirement. 

I  e^preciate  having  this  c^pDrtunity  to  ^leak  in  support  of  funding  for 
two  ^)ecif ic  flood  ccxitrol  projects  as  well  as  projects  along  the  Missouri 
River  designed  to  ocnpensate  for  seme  of  the  environmentail  damage  inflicted 
upon  local  landowners  and  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  along  the  river.  I  would 
also  liJce  to  ^jeak  in  sij^jport  of  adequate  funding  for  local  flood  coitrol 
projects  and  pleuining  assistance  for  states  under  tribes  under  the  Corps' 
Continuing  Authorities  Program. 

1.  Pender  (Logan  Creek)  Flood  Control  Project 

Mr.  Chaimen,  there  is  an  urgent  need  for  assistance  for  the  Pender, 
Nebraska  Secticn  205  Logan  Creek  Project.  I  am  requesting  $270,000  which 
would  allow  for  pr^jaraticai  of  the  plcins  and  ^»cif icaticxis  phase.  The  Corps 
of  E^ineers'  Omaha  District  is  new  ccnpleting  work  an  the  Detcdl  Project 
Ri^nrt  (DPR)  and  is  pr^iared  to  begin  the  plans  and  ^)ecificatic»  develcpnent 
phase.  In  re^xmse  to  icy  recent  request  for  assistance  on  this  matter,  the 
Corps  stated  that  the  constrained  funding  situation  did  not  allau  the  Corps  to 
initiate  new  phases  of  Section  205  projects. 

The  schedule  for  this  project  has  edready  slipped  by  nearly  a  year. 
Unless  funds  can  be  r^srogramned  to  provide  for  develcpnent  of  plans  and 
specif icaticais,  this  Icxig-delayed  effort  would  be  on  hold  for  at  least  another 
year.  Such  a  delay  would  not  csily  raise  project  costs,  but  could  jeopardize 
the  planned  coordination  of  non-Federal  monies  that  is  being  arranged  between 
the  State  of  Nebraska  and  several  local  fundincr  sources.  This  coordination  of 
projects  will  save  substantial  state  and  Federal  funds  and  make  a  more 
effective  flood  ccaitrol  project. 

The  amount  of  mcxiey  presently  ^sent  can  the  planning  process  to  date  is 
in  excess  of  $350,000.  The  Village  of  Pender,  a  small  municipality,  and  the 
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Lcwer  EUthom  Natural  Rescxjroes  District  have  expended  e^sinroxiraately  $160,000 
of  their  own  funds  to  date.  This  is  a  very  substantial  amount  of  funds  in  one 
of  the  poorest  counties  in  Nebraska.  The  planning  vrork  leading  to  the  DPR  is 
covered  in  an  agreesnent  with  the  Village  and  the  Omaha  District,  Corps  of 
Qigineers.  Die  Village  has  expended  an  additicxieil  e^iproximate  amount  of 
$25,000  en  the  costs  of  engineering,  project  coordinatiai,  and  other  related 
costs.  Without  the  flood  cmtrol  project  the  ccnnunity  will  remain  at  risk 
and  will  be  stymied  frcxn  undertaking  future  develofmsnts  in  their  ccnnunity 
due  to  FEMk  flood  plain  develc^ment  restrictiois  (60%  of  Pender  is  in  the 
f  loot^lcdn  and  40%  is  in  the  f  loodway) . 

The  plan  Cedls  for  ri^t  bank  levees  and  flood  walls  with  a  retention 
pcnd  for  interned,  storm  water  during  flood  periods.  The  project  will  remove 
the  entire  ccxnunity  from  the  FEMA  100-year  flood  plcun.  This  project  is 
needed  to  protect  life  and  property,  eliminate  or  greatly  reduce  flood 
insurance  costs,  and  allow  ccnnunity  and  housing  development. 

Mr.  Chairman,  quite  sinply,  at  great  exp&nse  the  state  and  local 
entities  involved  in  the  project  have  held  i^  their  end  of  the  agreement.  If 
Federal-local  partnerships  are  to  work.  Federal  ccnmitments  need  to  be  met; 
therefore,  I  am  requesting  your  assistance  in  providing  the  necessary  funding. 

2.  Antelope  Creek  Flood  Control  and  Drainage  Study: 

I  am  requesting  $175,000  for  the  cxigoing  and  I  stress  the  word  "caigoing*' 
flood  ooTtrol  study  of  the  Antelope  Creek  vfliich  runs  throu^  the  heart  of 
Nebraska's  Cc^ital  city,  Lincoln.  This  level  of  funding  is  needed  for  the 
feasibility  study  phase  of  the  project.  The  F5f96  Qiergy  and  Water 
Appropriations  Qaiferenoe  R^xart  inclvtded  $90,000  for  this  inportant  project. 
The  purpose  of  the  study  is  to  find  a  soluticxi  to  nulti-faceted  prctolems 
involving  the  flood  ccaitrol  and  drainage  pr<*lems  in  Antelope  Creek  as  well  as 
existing  transportatiai  and  scifety  prc^lems  all  within  the  context  of  broad 
land  use  issues.  I  ccsrtinue  to  have  a  strcxig  interest  in  this  project  since  I 
was  re^jonsible  for  stimulating  the  City  of  Lincoln,  the  Lower  Platte  South 
Natural  Resources  District,  and  the  Uhiversity  of  Nebraska-Lincoln  to  work 
jointly  and  cooperatively  with  the  Army  Oocps  of  E^ineers  to  identify  an 
effective  flood  ccxitrol  system  for  downtown  Lincoln. 

Antelope  Creek,  v^ch  was  originally  a  small  meandering  stream,  becamp  a 
strai^tened  urban  drainage  channel  as  Lincoln  grew  and  urbanized.  Resulting 
erosicxi  has  deepened  and  widened  the  channel  and  created  an  unstable 
situation.  A  ten-foot  by  twenty-foot  (hei^th  and  width)  closed  underground 
conduit  that  was  constructed  between  1911  and  1916  now  requires  significant 
mcdntenance  and  major  r^iabilitaticn.  A  dangerous  flood  threat  to  adjacent 
public  and  private  facilities  exists. 

The  goals  of  the  study  are  to  anticipate  and  provide  for  the  flooding  of 
Antelope  Creek,  map  the  floodway,  evaluate  the  underground  craxtuit  and  provide 
for  any  necessciry  r^>air,  stinulate  nei^iborhood  and  UN-L  city  canpus 
development  within  current  defined  boundaries,  eliminate  fragmentation  of  the 
city  canixis,  minimize  vehicle/pedestrian/bicycle  conflicts  vAiile  providing 
adequate  ce^iacity,  and  iirprove  bikeway  and  pedestrian  systems. 
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3.  Missouri  River  Mitigation  Project: 

Mr.  (3iainnan,  I  appreciate  the  si^iport  that  the  Subocnmittee  has  shown 
for  the  four-state  (Iowa,  Nebraska,  Kansas  and  Missouri)  Missouri  River 
Mitigation  Project  in  previous  years.  While  the  Administration  has  requestai 
funding  for  this  project  in  the  past,  it  is  liJcely  that  the  AdministratiOTi's 
request  this  year  will  be  much  lower  than  the  amount  actually  needed  for  this 
(Migoing  and  criticadly  inportant  project.  Althou^  specific  funding  levels 
are  not  available,  I  wculd  like  to  express  my  general  si^^xsrt  for  adequate 
funding  so  that  this  oigoing  project,  viiidi  includes  numerous  sites,  can  ba 
coirpleted  in  an  expeditious  manner.  I  believe  it  would  be  a  serious  mistake 
to  seriously  curtadl  funding  to  this  project. 

Funding  is  needed  to  restore  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  lost  due  to  the 
Federally  sponsored  channelization  and  stabilizatic^  projects  of  the  Pick- 
Sloan  era.  The  islands,  wetlands,  and  flat  floot^lains  needed  to  st^^iort  the 
wildlife  and  waterfowl  that  cxice  lived  alcaig  the  river  are  gone.  An  estimated 
475,000  acres  of  habitat  in  Iowa,  Nebraska,  Missouri  and  Kansas  have  been 
lost.  Today's  fishery  resources  are  estimated  to  be  only  one-fifth  of  those 
Vitiich  existed  in  pre-develc^stent  days. 

4.  Missouri  National  Recreation  River  Project; 

I  understand  that  Mr.  Darrell  Curry  from  Newceistle,  Nebraska,  and 
Mr.  Jim  Peterscai  frcm  Vermillion,  South  Dakota,  will  appeetr  before  this 
subccramittee  later  today  to  cmce  again  testify  in  si;pport  of  the  Misscairi 
NatiOTial  Recreation  River  Project  on  b^ialf  of  the  Missouri  River  Bank 
StabilizatiOTJ  (jommittee. 

The  Missouri  National  Recreaticai  River  Project  addresses  a  serious 
problem  by  protecting  the  river  banks  fron  the  extraordinary  and  excessive 
erosicBi  rates  caused  by  the  ^XDradic  and  varying  releases  from  the  Gavins 
Point  Dam,  TMs  erosion  is  a  direct  result  of  previous  work  on  the  river  by 
the  Federal  Government;  therefore,  I  believe  this  project  is  fully  justified 
for  Federal  financial  assistance.  Today,  I  am  endorsing  their  request  for 
$200,000  to  be  afpropriated  for  operaticMi  and  mciintenanoe  of  works  previously 
built  under  Section  32  Streambahk  Erosicai  Oortrol  and  Demonstraticai  Act. 

5.  State  and  Local  Flood  Oaitrol  Assistance 

Mr.  Chedman.  I  wcxild  like  to  express  my  sincere  appreciation  to  you  and 
the  subocranittee  for  rejecting  the  AdministratiOTi's  proposed  policy  last  year 
to  radicaLlly  revise  the  Army  Corps  of  E^ineer's  mission  and  severely  restrict 
its  role  in  local  flood  ccaitrol  projects.  The  rigid  set  of  criteria  proposed 
by  the  Administratican  would  have  greatly  restricted  the  Corps'  presence  in 
numerous  states.  The  Administraticm's  proposed  changes  would  have  resulted  in 
a  seriously  short-sighted  and  misguided  policy  and  I  am  pleased  that  this 
subccramittee  firmly  rejected  it. 

I  would  also  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  stress  the  need  for 
sufficient  funding  for  the  Corps'  CoTtinuing  Authorities  Program  with  regard 
to  such  essentied  programs  as  Section  205  (snail  flood  control)  projects  and 
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Section  14  (eanseargency  streanbank  and  shoreline  protecticai)  projec±s.  I  eilso 
remain  very  si^portive  of  Secticai  22  (planning  assistance  to  states  and 
tribes)  funding. 

The  State  of  Nebraska  has  made  extensive  use  of  Secticxi  22  funds.  The 
program  is  popular  in  Nebraska  and  acnross  the  country  because  of  it  broad 
scope,  versatility,  and  timeliness.  There  continues  to  be  a  great  need  for 
the  type  of  technical  assistance  v^iiich  Section  22  funds  can  facilitate. 
However,  the  effectiveness  of  this  program  is  greatly  HiTniriigh*^  if  adequate 
funds  are  not  available. 

As  this  subccmmittee  is  well  aware,  funding  for  local  flood  ooTtrol 
projects  is  of  critical  importance  to  ccnraunities  across  the  natiwi.  These 
paxgrams  have  led  to  extraordinary  success  stories  involving  Federal,  state 
and  local  cocperaticxi.  This  funding  offers  hcspe  and  creates  opportunities  for 
ccmnLmities  threatened  ty  the  ravages  of  floods.  Uhfortunately,  funding 
reducticais  in  recent  years  have  led  to  unreasonable  delays  and  the  continued 
threat  of  flooding.  For  exanple,  in  the  Corps'  Omaha  District,  which  includes 
ny  district,  funding  for  Sectioi  205  projects  has  been  reduced  by  more  than  50 
percent  in  the  past  two  years.  These  programs  have  proven  their  worth  and 
deserve  vigorous  support. 

6.  Lcwer  Platte  River  and  Tributaries  Flood  Oontrol  Study 

In  1993  flooding  temporarily  closed  Interstate-80  and  seriously 
threatened  the  Lincoln  municipal  water  system  vAiicii  is  located  aloig  the 
Platte  River  near  Ashland,  Nebraska.  I  was  extrosiely  pleased  that  the  FY96 
Eiiergy  and  Water  ^propriaticais  bill  provided  $441,000  in  funding  for  the 
LcMer  Platte  River  and  Tributaries  Flood  C3cntrol  Study.  This  study  helped  to 
formulate  and  develop  feasible  solutions  vAiich  will  alleviate  future  flood 
problems  along  the  lower  Platte  River  and  tributaries. 

As  a  result  of  the  draft  reocxinaissance  phase  of  tlie  study,  four 
projects  have  been  identified  vAiich  would  be  worthy  of  feasibility  studies  in 
cxxijuncticai  with  a  local  cost-share  participant: 

•  Western  Sarpy  County  Dike 

•  Clear  Creeik  (including  Cairp  Ashland) 

•  Thcnas  Lake 

•  Union  Dike  (raising) 

The  Federal  share  needed  to  ccnplete  all  four  studies  is  $490,000. 

Thank  you.  Chairman  Myers,  Congressman  Bevill,  other  members  of  the 
Subconnittee,  and  key  staff  members  for  your  past  eissistance.  I  very  mxii 
e^^preciate  this  c^iportunity  to  speak  en  bdialf  of  these  projects  vtiich  are 
inportant  to  Nebraska  and  the  1st  Craigressional  District,  as  well  as  to  the 
people  living  in  the  Missouri  River  Basin. 


1409 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Doug,  for  your  nice  remarks.  I  don't 
know  who  came  up  with  that  proposal  last  year  for  the  administra- 
tion, but  I  know  how  it  got  stopped. 

Mr.  Bereuter.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Bereuter.  If  you  have  any  questions,  I  would  be  happy  to 
respond. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  will  be  glad  to  work  with  you. 


ATLANTIC  INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAY 

WITNESSES 

HON.  NORMAN  SISISKY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  VIRGINIA 
JOHN  O'CONNOR,  DIRECTOR,  PUBLIC  WORKS,  CHESAPEAKE,  VIRGINIA 

Mr.  Myers.  Our  colleague  Norm  Sisisky  from  Virginia,  along 
with  the  group  from  Chesapeake. 

Mr.  Sisisky.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Norm,  your  prepared  statements  will  be  placed  in 
the  record  and  you  may  proceed  as  you  wish. 

Mr.  Sisisky.  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  testimony 
here  this  morning.  Today  I  am  very  pleased  to  have  Mr.  John 
O'Connor,  who  is  the  Director  of  Public  Works  for  the  City  of 
Chesapeake,  and  Maryanne  Saunders,  who  is  the  Assistant  City 
Manager  of  Chesapeake.  We  are  here  to  speak  about  the  urgency 
of  the  development  of  the  AIW  Bridge  in  Great  Bridge,  Virginia. 

When  I  first  came  into  Congress,  there  were  120,000  people  in 
Chesapeake,  Virginia.  Now  they  are  approaching  200,000  in  14 
years.  It  is  the  fastest  growing  cities  in  Virginia  and  one  of  the 
10th  fastest  growing  cities  in  the  United  States.  And  who  knows, 
if  I  stay  much  longer,  it  could  reach  300,000. 

Mr.  Myers.  Somebody  is  doing  something  right. 

Mr.  Sisisky.  I  made  the  initial  funding  request  for  the  study  of 
the  replacement  bridge  back  in  1988  and  the  project  started  in  fis- 
cal year  1989.  Both  the  city  and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
worked  well  together  to  come  up  with  a  solution  to  the  serious  traf- 
fic problems  faced  by  the  region.  In  the  meantime,  you  can  imagine 
how  bad  traffic  has  become  on  this  four-lane  highway  going  into  a 
two-lane  bridge  over  the  canal. 

I  think  at  this  point,  I  will  let  Mr.  O'Connor  and  Ms.  Saunders 
tell  you  a  little  more  about  the  timely  nature  of  the  request. 

Mr.  O'Connor.  Good  afternoon.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
subcommittee.  My  name  is  John  O'Connor,  I  am  Public  Works  Di- 
rector of  the  City  of  Chesapeake,  Virginia.  I  am  representing  today 
the  city's  mayor  and  City  Council.  As  you  probably  know,  our  City 
of  Chesapeake  is  located  in  southeastern  Virginia,  a  few  hours 
drive  from  the  Nation's  Capital,  one  of  the  two  fastest  growing 
cities,  as  Congressman  Sisisky  said,  and  we  rely  heavily  on  our 
transportation  system. 

The  project  I  am  interested  in  today  is  essential  to  our  transpor- 
tation needs  and  our  economic  well-being.  We  are  fortunate  to  have 
a  congressional  delegation  which  fiilly  supports  our  efforts,  in  par- 
ticular Congressman  Sisisky.  The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
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congressional  authorization  to  replace  this  53-year-old,  two-lane 
highway  swing  bridge  which  crosses  the  Atlantic  Intercoastal  Wa- 
terway in  the  Great  Bridge  section  of  our  community. 

The  bridge  can  no  longer  accommodate  the  volume  of  traffic, 
thereby  creating  a  significant  bottleneck.  The  bridge  carries  some 
36,000  vehicles  a  day,  which  is  five  times  its  original  design  capac- 
ity. It  opens  4,500  times  a  year  and  it  has  a  very  slow  operating 
mechanism,  which  compounds  the  vehicular  traffic  congestion,  as 
well  as  delaying  the  waterway  traffic.  The  situation  is  exacerbated 
during  the  summer  months  since  this  is  a  major  corridor  for  traffic 
heading  to  and  from  the  Outer  Banks  of  North  Carolina. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  use  mostly  Federal  funds  to  con- 
struct the  bridge.  The  City  of  Chesapeake  will  provide  $4  million 
for  betterments  and  improvements  on  the  approaches.  The  existing 
bridge  will  be  removed.  As  a  condition  of  local  responsibility,  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  is  going  to  transfer  ownership  of  the  replace- 
ment bridge  to  the  city  when  it  is  completed,  which  means  we  will 
take  over  the  24-hour-a-day  operation  of  the  opening  and  draw 
span.  The  city  cost  for  all  operation,  maintenance,  rehabilitation 
and  replacement  will  be  approximately  $300,000  a  year  thereafter. 

The  bridge  project  was  authorized  in  Section  339  of  the  Highway 
System  Designation  Act  of  1995  at  a  total  cost  $23,680,000.  This 
improvement  will  provide  the  city  with  a  five-lane  bridge,  which  is 
consistent  with  the  width  of  both  the  north  and  the  south  ap- 
proaches of  the  bridge  now. 

Over  the  last  20  years,  both  the  City  of  Chesapeake  and  the 
State  have  spent  over  $50  million  in  the  corridor,  $31  million  to  by- 
pass the  original  bridge  and  now  we  have  the  same  amount  of  traf- 
fic on  the  original  bridge  as  we  had  when  we  justified  the  bypass. 

The  Corps'  schedule  indicates  a  construction  start  in  fiscal  year 
1997,  which  consists  of  the  Federal  acquisition  of  lands,  easements 
and  right-of-ways  needed  for  the  project.  For  fiscal  year  1997,  $1.7 
million  in  Federal  funds  is  needed  in  order  to  keep  the  Corps  on 
schedule.  The  funding  is  necessary  to  allow  the  project  to  move  for- 
ward at  a  pace  consistent  with  the  38-month  schedule  for  comple- 
tion. Unless  this  appropriation  is  forthcoming,  the  schedule  will  be 
delayed,  lengthening  the  time  necessary  for  construction  and  in- 
creasing the  cost  to  both  the  city  and  the  Federal  Government. 
Therefore,  the  city  respectfully  requests  that  your  committee  fund 
the  $1.7  million  to  initiate  construction  on  this  long-awaited  project 
that  means  so  much  to  our  city  and  our  region. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  testimony.  Thank  you  for  al- 
lowing me  the  opportunity  to  speak  here  today  on  behalf  of  the 
City  of  Chesapeake. 

[The  statements  of  Mr.  O'Connor  and  Ms.  Saunders  follow:] 
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Good  afternoon  Chairman  Myers  and  members  of  the  Sub-Committee. 
My  name  is  John  O'Connor.  I  am  the  Director  of  Public  Works  for  the  City 
of  Chesapeake,  Virginia.  I  am  representing  the  City's  Mayor  and  City 
Council.  It  is  a  privilege  to  appear  before  your  committee  today. 

As  you  probably  know,  our  beautiful  city  of  Chesapeake  is  located  in 
Southeastern  Virginia,  only  a  few  hours  drive  from  the  nation's  capitol.  Our 
city  is  one  of  the  fastest  growing  cities  in  the  Country  and  we  rely  heavily  on 
our  transportation  system  of  highways  and  bridges  to  support  this  growth. 

I  am  here  today  to  discuss  a  project  of  immense  concern  to  the  city 
which  is  essential  to  our  transportation  needs  and  our  economic  well  being. 
May  I  say  here,  that  we  are  fortunate  to  have  a  Congressional  delegation 
which  fully  supports  our  efforts,  particularly  Mr.  Sisisky. 

The  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  Congressional  authorization  for 
replacing  their  53-year  old  two-lane  highway  swing  bridge  which  crosses  the 
Atlantic  Intracoastal  Waterway  (AIW)  in  the  Great  Bridge  section  of  our 
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community.  The  bridge  can  no  longer  accommodate  the  volume  of  traffic, 
thereby  creating  a  significant  bottleneck.  The  bridge  carries  some  36,000 
vehicles  per  day,  which  is  5  times  its  design  capacity.  The  bridge  opens  4,500 
times  per  year.  With  its  slow  operating  mechanism,  it  compounds  the 
vehicular  traffic  congestion,  as  well  as  delaying  waterway  traffic.  The 
situation  is  exacerbated  during  the  summer  months  since  this  is  a  major 
corridor  for  traffic  heading  to  and  from  the  Outer  Banks  of  North  Carolina. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  use  mostly  Federal  funds  to  construct  the 
bridge.  The  City  will  provide  $4  million  funds  for  betterments  around  the 
bridge.  The  existing  bridge  will  be  removed.  As  a  condition  of  local 
responsibility,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  will  transfer  ownership  of  the 
replacement  bridge  to  the  City  when  it  is  completed.  With  this  transfer,  the 
Federal  Government  will  no  longer  be  involved  with  the  bridge  and  the  City 
will  be  responsible  for  all  operation,  maintenance,  rehabilitation  and 
replacement  costs  estimated  at  approximately  $300,000  per  year. 

The  bridge  project  was  authorized  in  Section  339  of  the  Highway 
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System  Designation  Act  of  1995  at  a  total  cost  of  $23,680,000.  The  project 
will  provide  the  City  with  a  5-lane  bridge  which  is  consistent  with  the  width  of 
existing  approach  corridor.  Over  the  last  20  years  the  City  and  State  have 
expended  $140  million  in  this  corridor.  Approximately  $20  million  was  used 
to  construct  a  bypass  bridge  over  the  canal  and  $20  million  in  widenings  on 
either  side  of  the  bridge.  The  project  will  reduce  traffic  delays,  improve  air 
quality,  and  reduce  maritime  delays. 

The  Corp's  schedule  indicates  a  construction  start  in  FY  97  which 
consists  of  the  Federal  acquisition  of  lands,  easements  and  right-of-ways 
needed  for  the  project.  For  FY  97  $1.7  million  in  Federal  funds  is  needed  in 
order  to  keep  the  Corps  on  schedule.  The  funding  is  necessary  to  allow  the 
project  to  move  forward  at  a  pace  consistent  with  the  38-month  schedule  for 
completion.  Unless  this  appropriation  is  forthcoming,  the  schedule  will  be 
delayed,  lengthening  the  time  necessary  for  construction  and  increasing  the 
cost  to  the  City  and  Federal  Government.  Therefore,  the  City  respectfully 
requests  that  your  committee  fund  the  $1.7  million  to  initiate  construction  on 
this  long  awaited  project  that  means  so  much  to  our  City  and  the  region. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  testimony.  Thank  you  for  allowing 
me  the  opportunity  to  appear  here  today  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  Chesapeake. 
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Ms.  Saunders.  We  would  be  happy  to  entertain  any  questions. 
That's  my  part. 

Mr.  Myers.  How  old  was  the  bridge? 

Mr.  O'Connor.  Fifty-three  years  old. 

Mr.  SiSiSKY.  It  really  is  a  bottleneck.  I  would  hope  that  we  could 
really  start  construction  of  the  new  bridge  this  year.  It  really  is  a 
bottleneck  and  obviously  it  is  getting  worse. 

Mr.  Myers.  What  does  the  Corps  tell  you  when  you  talk  to  them? 

Mr.  SiSiSKY.  The  Army  Corps  is  ready  to  go. 

Mr.  O'Connor.  They  are  moving. 

Mr.  SisiSKY.  They  are  absolutely  behind  this  project.  They  have 
been  behind  it.  It  is  how  I  got  alerted  to  it  in  1988,  because  the 
Corps  saw  a  problem.  And  what  we  have  done — of  course,  I  should 
have  gotten  the  money  earlier  to  be  very  honest  with  you,  but  we 
couldn't  work  out  whether  they  wanted  a  high  rise  bridge  or  a  low 
bridge,  five  lanes  and  then  the  other  problem  was  who  was  going 
to  run  it. 

We  are  going  to  save  Federal  employees  because  they  man  it  24 
hours  a  day.  The  city  will  eventually  be  responsible  for  all  of  that — 
when  they  assume  ownership  of  the  bridge.  That  was  the  quid  pro 
quo. 

Mr.  Myers.  It  would  have  been  nice  to  have  gotten  the  money 
before  the  till  went  dry. 

Mr.  SiSlSKY.  You  are  right. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony  and  we  will 
consider  it. 

Mr.  SisiSKY.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  stand  adjourned  until  2:00  p.m. 
this  afternoon. 


Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
IN  SITU  COPPER  MINING  RESEARCH  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

DAVID  SKIDMORE,  PROJECT  MANAGER,  IN  SITU  COPPER  MINING  RE- 
SEARCH PROJECT 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

Our  first  witness  this  afternoon  is  Emil  A.  Romagnoli,  is  that 
right.  Director  of  Government  Affairs,  ASARCO,  Incorporated,  and 
David  Skidmore,  Project  Manager  of  the  In  Situ  Copper  Mining  Re- 
search Project. 

Both  of  you  are  here? 

Mr.  Skidmore.  I  am  David  Skidmore, 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Skidmore,  we  would  be  pleased  to  hear  you. 

Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you 
may  proceed  as  you  like  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Skidmore.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  Committee  for 
the  opportunity  to  provide  testimony  in  the  In  Situ  Copper  Mining 
Research  Project  at  the  test  site  near  Casa  Grande,  Arizona.  This 
project  operates  under  a  cost-sharing  cooperative  agreement  be- 
tween the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  Santa  Cruz  Joint  Venture, 
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which  owned  by  ASARCO,  Incorporated,  in  Freeport,  a  copper  and 
gold  company. 

My  name  is  David  Skidmore.  I  am  the  Project  Manager  of  the 
Joint  Venture.  The  project  has  been  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Bureau  of  Mining  since  1988,  but  because  of  the  termination  of  the 
Bureau  this  year,  it  has  been  transferred  to  the  Bureau  of  Rec- 
lamation by  a  memorandum  of  understanding  which  became  effec- 
tive February  2nd. 

Approximately,  $5  million  was  transferred  to  cover  personnel  and 
other  overhead  costs  for  a  number  of  ongoing  contracts,  including 
the  In  Situ  Project.  These  funds  will  support  the  Bureau's  technical 
personnel  who  are  needed  to  evaluate  and  ensure  environmental 
compliance,  complete  technical  documentation  and  technology 
transfer. 

In  addition  to  these  in-house  support  funds,  approximately  $2 
million  of  previously  appropriated  field  test  monies  have  been 
transferred.  These  funds  are  cost-shared  at  75  percent  Federal  and 
25  percent  non-Federal.  The  project  was  first  funded  in  fiscal  year 
1988  by  the  Interior  Subcommittee  with  Conference  Report  lan- 
guage stipulating  the  cost-sharing  and  other  management  arrange- 
ments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  situ  mining  is  a  method  being  tested  by  this 
project  which  will  extract  copper  insortium  from  ore-bearing  rock 
deep  below  the  surface  without  the  conventional  mining  processes 
as  we  know  them  today,  the  open-pit  mining  or  underground  exca- 
vations. The  mining  involves  drilling  wells  in  the  ore  body  and  in- 
jecting a  dilute  sulfuric  acid  solution  into  the  center  of  four  wells 
on  the  comers  for  a  five-spot  pattern. 

The  solution  is  injected  in  the  center  well  and  passes  through 
fractures  to  the  recovery  wells  at  the  corner  dissolving  copper  as 
it  journeys  through  the  rock  fractures.  This  solution  is  then 
pumped  to  the  surface  and  processed  through  a  solvent  extraction 
electrowinning  or  SX/EW  plant  into  saleable  copper.  The  SX/EW  is 
common  technology  being  used  to  extract  copper  being  leached  on 
the  surface  by  conventional  mining  methods. 

The  technology  has  far  greater  promise,  far  from  beyond  mining. 
The  discoveries  already  made  with  early  tracer  tests  with  the 
project  have  demonstrated  uses  in  environmental  remediation  at 
waste  sites.  In  this  regard,  we  are  pleased  that  the  project  was 
transferred  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  because  we  believe  the 
missions  are  compatible  to  improve  water  quality  through  applica- 
tion and  new  engineering  technologies. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  announce  that  on  Feb- 
ruary 12th,  1996,  we  have  begun  the  actual  tests  of  injecting  the 
derivative  acidic  solution  and  early  indications  show  a  technical 
success  in  detecting  low  levels  of  copper  in  the  solution  in  the  re- 
covery well. 

The  current  partnership  contract  extends  to  April  30th,  1998.  It 
is  this — at  this  point  the  Federal  project  will  be  completed  and  the 
reports  distributed. 

However,  it  is  estimated  that  current  available  project  funds, 
along  with  non-Federal  share,  will  allow  us  to  operate  only  until 
July  of  1997.  We  estimate  the  total  requirement  of  this  remaining 
fiscal  1997  period  to  be  $440,000  and  respectfully  ask  that  the  com- 
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mittee  add  that  sum  to  the  appropriation  for  the  Bureau  of  Rec- 
lamation for  that  purpose. 

Again,  I  would  like  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members 
of  the  committee,  for  allowing  me  to  present  this  testimony.  I  will 
be  happy  to  answer  questions  and  provide  any  additional  informa- 
tion for  the  record. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you,  Mr.  Skidmore,  for  your  statement. 

Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Skidmore  follows:] 
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Outside  Witness  Hearings 
March  5, 1996 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Committee  on  Appropriations 

Statement  of  David  Skidmore 
for  the  Santa  Cruz  Joint  Venture 

In  Situ  Copper  Mining  Research  Project 
Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  for  the  opportunity  to 
provide  testimony  to  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee  regarding 
the  status  of  the  In  Situ  Copper  Mining  Research  Project  at  the  Santa  Cruz  field  test 
site  near  Casa  Grande,  Arizona.  The  project  operates  under  a  cost  sharing 
cooperative  agreement  between  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  Santa  Cruz  Joint 
Venture  (SC  JV). 

My  name  is  David  Skidmore.  I  am  the  project  manager,  employed  by  the  SCJV.  As 
the  non-Federal  partner  in  the  project,  the  SCJV  is  the  prime  contractor,  reporting  to 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

In  September  of  1988,  the  SCJV  signed  a  cooperative  agreement  with  the  U.S. 
Bureau  of  Mines  to  conduct  a  research  project  at  the  Santa  Cruz  site.  This 
agreement  specified  that  the  Biu-eau  would  fund  75%  of  the  estimated  $22,000,000 
project,  with  the  remaining  25%  to  be  fimded  by  the  SCJV. 

This  agreement  was  based  on  an  initial  FY  1988  Congressional  appropriation  of 
$3,500,000.  The  statement  of  the  managers,  included  in  the  Conference  Report  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Interior  and  Related  Agencies,  instructed  that  $1,000,000  be 
available  for  the  Bureau  of  Mines'  in-house  laboratory  research.  This  activity  was 
not  to  be  cost-shared.  The  remaining  $2,500,000  was  directed  to  on-site  activities 
and  stipulated  a  cost  sharing  requirement  of  25%  "over  the  life  of  the  project."  The 
managers  also  stated  that  the  non-Federal  partner  should  assume  operational 
management  responsibihty,  while  the  Bureau  monitored  over-all  project  execution. 

This  past  year,  the  bill  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Interior  and 
Related  Agencies  for  FY  1996,  HR  1977,  provided  funds  "...for,  and  incidental  to  the 
closure  of  the  United  States  Bureau  of  Mines..."  of  which  an  amount  "...not  to  exceed 
$5,000,000  may  be  used  for  the  completion  and/or  transfer  of  certain  ongoing 
projects..."  The  accompanying  statement  of  the  managers  stated  that  "...some 
contracts  will  require  oversight  through  a  logical  completion  point  to  ensvire  that  the 
Federal  investment  is  not  lost.  One  example  is  the  construction  associated  with  the 
Casa  Grande  in  situ  coppei^jsaching  program." 

In  keeping  with  the  intent  of  that  provision,  the  Bureau  of  Mines  and  the  Bureau  of 
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Reclamation  signed  a  Memorandvim  of  Understanding,  effective  February  2,  1996, 
shifting  the  In  Situ  project,  and  several  other  on-going  contracts,  to  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation.  Approximately  $5,000,000  has  been  transferred  to  cover  personnel 
and  overhead  costs  for  all  of  the  contracts.  It  is  our  imderstanding  that  about  $3.7 
million  of  the  $5  million  is  allocated  to  the  In  Situ  program  to  support  the  technical 
personnel  needed  to  evaluate  and  assure  environmental  compliance,  complete 
technical  documentation  and  technology  transfer. 

Also  transferred  with  the  project  was  the  approximately  $2,000,00  in  funds 
previously  appropriated  for  the  field  test.  (Of  the  approximately  $15,000,000  that 
has  been  obligated  since  FY  88,  about  $13,000,000  has  been  expended.) 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  situ  mining  is  a  method  of  extracting  metal  fi-om  an  ore  body  "in 
place"-without  excavation.  Unlike  conventional  mining  practices,  there  is  no  open 
pit  or  underground  excavation  of  the  ore-bearing  rock.  The  chemical  process  being 
used  to  extract  the  copper  fi*om  the  Santa  Cruz  ore  body  has  been  generally  used  in 
heap  leaching  of  previously  excavated  copper  oxide  ore.  But  the  technology  has  never 
been  used  to  extract  copper  fi^om  ore  that  is  still  in  place  deep  in  the  ground,  as  it  was 
deposited  naturally  through  the  millennia. 

That  is  the  purpose  of  this  experimental  program—to  test  the  technology  at  depth  to 
see  if  it  is  technicaUy  possible,  environmentally  safe  and  economically  feasible. 

To  conduct  the  test,  a  dilute  solution  of  sulfuric  acid  and  water  is  injected  into  a 
mineralized  zone,  some  1,500  to  1800  feet  below  the  surface  in  granitic  bedrock. 
Situated  around  the  injection  well  are  four  extraction,  or  recovery,  wells  which  will 
pump  the  solution,  now  containing  copper  leached  fi-om  the  networks  of  fractures  and 
veins  in  the  bedrock,  to  the  surface.  The  copper  will  then  be  removed  from  the 
solution  through  a  process  known  as  solvent  extraction/electrowinning  (SX/EW). 
After  the  copper  is  removed,  the  acid  is  then  replaced  and  the  solution  recycled 
continuously  through  the  deep  ore  body.  Because  of  the  SX/EW  process,  no  smelting 
is  necessary. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  say,  Mr.  Chairmam,  that  as  of  February  12,  1996,  we  have 
begun  the  actual  test  process  with  the  acid  solution.  Early  indications  show  technical 
success  in  seeing  low  levels  of  copper  in  solution.  It  is  ovu*  expectation  that  within  a 
few  weeks  the  solution  will  be  sufficiently  rich  in  copper  that  we  wiU  begin  to  extract 
metal  before  it  is  reinjected.  We  anticipate  that  the  test  will  take  two  years  to 
accumulate  enough  data  as  to  determine  the  technical  and  economic  feasibility,  and 
confirm  environmental  protection. 

It  has  taken  a  lot  of  time  and  work,  and  a  great  deal  of  cooperation  between  the 
partners,  to  get  to  this  point.  We  first  conducted  site  characterization  studies  to 
provide  the  technical  data  necessary  to  prepare  detailed  engineering  designs  and 
environmental  permit  applications.  A  "five-spot"  well  pattern  was  constructed 
through  the  proposed  in  situ  mining  test  zone  to  provide  the  means  to  conduct 
hydrologic  testing.  Four  monitor  wells  were  also  constructed  through  the  aquifer  that 
overUes  the  copper  deposit. 
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Utilizing  a  salt  tracer  test,  we  were  able  to  conduct  hydrologic  characterization 
studies,  laboratory  leaching  and  attenuation  tests  and  micro-scale  geologic 
characterization  studies.  The  salt  tracer  tests  were  very  encouraging  and 
demonstrated  that  the  injected  fluids  could  be  contained  and  not  migrate  to  the 
overlying  aquifer. 

AU  of  the  field  and  laboratory  preparation  was  necessary  to  develop  an  application  for 
the  Aquifer  Protection  Permit  (APP),  required  by  the  Arizona  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality.  At  the  same  time,  the  Biu-eau  of  Mines  conducted  an 
Environmental  Assessment  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA).  This  process  included  two  public  hearings  in  Casa  Grande,  Arizona,  which 
were  well  publicized  and  attended.  The  draft  EA  was  made  pubhc  in  September  of 
1994,  and  was  well  received.  No  negative  comments  were  expressed,  or  received  in 
writing  by  the  Bureau.  On  December  1,  1994,  the  Bureau  issued  a  Finding  of  No 
Significant  Impact  (FONSl). 

We  have  since  received  the  Aquifer  Protection  Permit  fi-om  the  ADEQ  as  well  as  an 
Air  Qviahty  Permit  hnva  Pinal  County,  Arizona. 

The  permitting  process  was  lengthy  and  complex.  However,  the  APP  is  the  first  such 
permit  ever  issued  for  an  In  Situ  leaching  process  for  an  unmined  deposit.  A  large 
nxunber  of  unknowns  were  explored  and  resolved,  greatly  clarifying  and  defining  the 
process.  Future  permit  applications  will  be  far  less  complex  for  other  mining 
operations. 

With  the  receipt  of  the  permits  and  the  FONSI,  we  proceeded  to  the  construction  of 
the  SX/EW  plant  and  related  surface  facilities.  Those  facihties  were  completed  in 
December.  We  then  conducted  and  completed  our  commissioning  and  "shakedown" 
tests. 

With  the  beginning  of  the  final  phase  of  the  project,  we  are  very  optimistic  that  the  In 
Situ  tests  will  provide  this  country  with  a  new  and  dependable  technology  to  reach 
extensive  and  previously  unreachable  deposits  with  virtually  no  environmental 
impacts.  It  has  tremendous  potential  in  the  United  States. 

But  the  technology  has  great  promise  beyond  mining.  The  discoveries  already  made 
with  the  "tracer  tests"  have  demonstrated  vises  in  environmental  remediation  at 
mining  and  other  waste  sites.  This  would  include  undergroiuid  stabilization  and 
removal  of  chemic£d  and  biological  contamination  and  could  include  the  placement  of 
physical  barriers  at  a  wide  variety  of  depths.  In  that  regard,  we  beheve  the  project  is 
compatible  with  the  continuing  mission  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  reduce 
human  impacts  on  surface  and  ground  water  resources  and  improve  water  quality 
through  the  apphcation  of  new  engineering  technologies. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  point  out  that  this  lengthy  and  intensive  process  covdd  have 
been  successful  only  through  a  very  successful  partnership  of  Federal  agencies  and 
the  private  sector.  If  conducted  only  by  the  private  sector,  this  information  would  not 
be  available  to  everyone.  The  project  should  be  a  model  for  effective  cost-sharing 
partnerships  in  research  and  experimental  programs. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  the  current  partnership  contract  extends  to  April  30,  1998.  It  is  at 
this  point  that  the  Federal  project  will  be  completed  and  reports  distributed. 
However,  it  is  estimated  that  ciirrently  available  appropriated  funds,  along  with  the 
non-Federal  share,  wiU  be  sufiBdent  to  operate  the  test  only  imtil  July  of  1997. 

We  estimate  the  total  requirement  for  this  remainmg  FY  97  period  to  be  $440.00n. 
and  respectfully  ask  that  Committee  add  that  sxan  to  the  appropriation  for  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  that  purpose. 

Again,  1  would  like  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  committee,  for 
allowing  me  this  time  to  present  testimony.  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  questions  or 
provide  any  additional  information  for  the  Record. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
SOUTH  DAKOTA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  TOI  JOHNSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA 

Mr.  Myers.  Tim,  our  colleague,  from  South  Dakota,  Tim  John- 
son. I  am  sorry  I  didn't  see  you  sitting  there. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Just  came  in,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  apologize  for  not  calling  on  you  first. 

Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you 
may  proceed  as  you  wish. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you. 

I  want  to  thank  you.  Chairman  Myers,  as  well  as  Ranking  Mem- 
ber Bevill,  for  the  time  to  testify  and  for  the  support  that  your  com- 
mittee has  always  shown  for  water  development  needs  in  my  State 
of  South  Dakota.  The  announcement  of  your  retirement,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, as  well  as  the  announcement  of  Mr.  Bevill,  represents  a  real 
loss  to  water  development  efforts  across  the  country.  And  the  two 
of  you  have  demonstrated  leadership,  bipartisanship  and  states- 
manship that  really  have  helped  America  develop  critically  impor- 
tant infrastructure. 

And  I  have  to  say  that  I  am  proud  to  have  served  with  each  one 
of  you  and  I  look  forward  to  having  this  one  opportunity,  one  last 
opportunity,  to  move  forward  on  important  water  development  ef- 
forts in  our  State  of  South  Dakota. 

Your  committee  is  very  familiar  with  two  critically  important 
rural  drinking  water  projects  in  South  Dakota,  the  Mni  Wiconi  and 
the  Mid-Dakota  Projects.  Both  projects  continue  to  move  forward 
with  construction  activities  over  the  past  year  due  to  the  strong 
level  of  support  from  this  committee. 

I  will  keep  my  remarks  very  brief,  highlighting  the  progress  that 
these  two  projects  have  made,  and  share  with  the  committee  their 
request  for  fiscal  1997.  I  have  included  more  detail  in  my  written 
statement  for  the  review  of  the  Committee  and  the  staff. 

The  subcommittee  has  demonstrated  its  strong  support  for  the 
Mni  Wiconi  Water  Supply  System  during  the  past  7  years,  includ- 
ing the  $22.3  million  appropriated  last  year.  The  project  has  now 
received  close  to  $56  million  from  Congress.  This  vital  water  supply 
project  is  now  well  on  its  way  to  becoming  a  reality. 

The  majority  of  last  year's  funding  will  be  used  for  the  construc- 
tion of  pipelines,  pumping  stations,  the  intake  and  other  facilities. 
Much  of  the  pipe  in  the  ground  now  is  currently  helping  the  resi- 
dents of  this  area  by  using  groundwater  sources.  These  pipes  will 
then  connect  to  the  core  system  pipeline  when  that  is  in  place. 

The  Mni  Wiconi  Project,  as  you  know,  was  expanded  by  Congress 
in  the  last  year  to  include  two  additional  Indian  reservations  in 
western  South  Dakota,  the  Rosebud  and  the  Lower  Brule  Reserva- 
tions. Both  have  extraordinary  difficult  economic  conditions  and 
water  quality  problems  and  the  same  critical  need  for  a  dependable 
clean  water  supply  as  the  original  service  area  of  the  project. 

I  urge  the  committee  to  continue  its  strong  support  for  the 
project  by  including  $38.4  million  for  the  Mni  Wiconi  Rural  Water 
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Supply  Project  in  the  Bureau  of  Rec  budget  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
While  this  level  of  funding  is  a  significant  increase,  it  is  necessary 
for  two  reasons  for  the  continued  timely  construction  schedule  of 
the  project:  One,  that  the  project  has  been  expanded  by  Congress 
to  include  the  two  additional  Indian  reservations.  And  secondly, 
construction  is  started  on  the  major  components  of  the  project,  in- 
cluding the  intake,  water  treatment  plant,  and  the  core  pipeline. 

The  administration  has  continued  its  strong  support  of  Mni 
Wiconi  and  it  has  included  the  project  in  the  President's  budget  for 
the  past  four  fiscal  years.  The  Mni  Wiconi  Project  includes  three 
of  the  poorest  counties  in  the  Nation,  and  the  need  for  dependable 
clean  drinking  water  is  undeniably  great. 

I  also  want  to  thank  the  committee  for  the  $11.5  million  that 
Congress  appropriated  for  the  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water  Supply 
System  in  fiscal  1995.  The  Mid-Dakota  Project  will  provide  high 
quality  drinking  water  to  more  than  30,000  residents  over  a  huge 
expanse  of  the  central  part  of  South  Dakota. 

The  State  of  South  Dakota  has  appropriated  more  than  $6.3  mil- 
lion for  the  project  in  recent  years,  demonstrating  its  willingness 
to  be  a  constructive,  complementary  partner  in  this  effort.  The 
combination  of  Federal  and  State  funding  has  allowed  Mid-Dakota 
to  make  significant  progress,  and  construction  of  the  main  compo- 
nents are  on  schedule  and  to  be  completed  with  fiscal  1996  funds. 

The  project  sponsors  and  I  are  requesting  $23.4  million  for  the 
Bureau's  construction  program  for  the  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water 
Systems.  These  funds  for  fiscal  1997  will  allow  completion  of  the 
water  treatment  plant  and  the  main  pipeline,  as  well  as  continued 
construction  of  distribution  systems  and  water  storage  tanks. 

The  need  for  Mid-Dakota  has  been  well  documented  over  the 
past  few  years,  and  I  would  like  to  remind  the  committee  what  it 
knows  of  the  water  quality  and  availability  problems  that  exist  in 
this  project  area. 

I  also  appreciate  the  committee's  consideration  of  the  additional 
South  Dakota  water  development  needs  outlined  in  my  written  tes- 
timony, including  my  support  for  the  testimony  that  you  will  be  re- 
ceiving from  the  Missouri  River  Bank  Stabilization  Association.  Re- 
liable sources  of  quality  water  are  essential  to  rural  economic  de- 
velopment and  the  future  of  rural  America.  I  strongly  believe  in 
our  Nation's  need  to  develop  its  infrastructure  and  the  needs  sim- 
ply don't  become  any  more  basic  than  good  quality  drinking  water. 

So  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Ranking  Member,  I  want  to  thank  you 
again  for  your  past  great  help  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  South  Da- 
kota. Your  efforts  have  made  a  huge  difference  in  the  quality  of  life 
and  the  prospect  and  the  future  for  generations  of  South  Dakotans 
to  come. 

Your  presence,  your  leadership,  your  statesmanship  will  be  enor- 
mously missed  in  this  Congress  and  certainly  on  this  committee, 
and  by  hundreds  of  thousands  of  South  Dakotans  who  you  have 
never  had  the  opportunity  to  personally  meet  but  who  know  you 
and  who  know  your  name  and  are  enormously  appreciative  of  what 
you  have  done. 

Several  South  Dakotans  will  be  testifying  next  and  I  have  always 
appreciated  the  warm  reception  that  these  people  have  received 
from  the  two  of  you,  and  thank  you  again  for  this  opportunity  to 
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share  with  you  the  water  development  needs  for  South  Dakota  and 
for  your  past  support  for  our  efforts. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Ranking  Member. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Tim.  We  appreciate  the  nice  words. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  hope  we  deserve  it  just  a  httle  bit  of  it  even. 

Mr.  Johnson.  You  certainly  do.  You  deserve  all  the  credit  that 
you  get. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  are  pleased  to  work  with  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Tim. 

[The  statement  of  Mr,  Johnson  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  TIM  JOHNSON 


nSCAL  YEAR  1997  SOUTH  DAKOTA  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 


HOUSE  APPROPRL\TIONS  SUBCOMMTFTEE  ON 
ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 


THE  HONORABLE  JOHN  T.  MYERS,  CHAIRMAN 
THE  HONORABLE  TOM  BEVILL,  RANKING  MEMBER 


March  5,  1996 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  begin  by  thanking  you  for  allowing  me  to  testify  this  afternoon  on  behalf 
of  the  water  development  needs  of  South  Dakota.  I  appreciate  your  efforts  and  those  of  the 
Ranking  Member  and  Committee  staff,  including  your  past  support  for  sound  water  development. 
As  in  the  past,  my  testimony  today  will  outline  the  water  development  needs  in  South  Dakota  for 
fiscal  year  1997,  including  the  Mni  Wiconi  and  Mid-Dakota  rural  water  projects,  as  well  as  other 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  Corps  of  Engineers  funding  needs. 

As  you  know,  many  western  and  plains  states,  including  South  Dakota,  experience  increasingly 
unpredictable  levels  of  precipitation,  going  from  extreme  drought  in  some  years  to  flooding  the 
next.  This  situation  highlights  the  reality  that  water  is  absolutely  crucial  to  the  West  and  usually 
not  very  dependable.  Appropriate  water  development  is  needed  to  maintain  thousands  of 
communities  throughout  the  West;  without  water  these  areas,  particularly  rural  communities,  will 
continue  to  decline.  I  appreciate  the  leading  role  that  this  Committee  has  taken,  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
addressing  these  needs,  and  I  applaud  your  willingness  to  work  with  Members  from  these  states  to 
resolve  these  serious  problems. 

I  especially  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  Ranking  Minority  Member  and  the  members 
of  the  Committee,  for  your  past  support  of  water  development  in  South  Dakota.  The 
announcement  of  your  retirement,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  well  as  the  announcement  of 
the  retirement  of  the  Ranking  member,  will  be  a  great  loss  to  water  development 
efforts  in  South  Dakota  and  across  the  nation.    The  two  of  you  have  demonstrated 
leadership,  bi-partisanship  and  statesmanship  as  you  have  helped  America 
develop  critically  important  infrastructure.    I  am  proud  to  have  served  with  each 
of  you,  and  I  look  forward  to  having  one  more  opportunity  to  work  with  you  to 
move  forward  on  important  water  development  efforts  in  South  Dakota. 

I  certainly  understand  the  constraints  placed  on  Congress  and  this  Committee  by  our  efforts  to 
reduce  the  deficit,  and  as  always  I  do  not  envy  the  difficult  choices  your  Committee  has  to  make 
this  year.  Nevertheless,  we  continue  to  have  pressing  needs  in  this  country  that  must  be 
addressed.  We  cannot  allow  the  current  budget  situation  to  force  us  to  renege  on  our 
responsibilities  to  the  people  of  this  nation.  South  Dakota  needs  continued  federal  help  in  its  water 
development  efforts,  and  as  the  Representative  for  the  entire  state,  I  would  like  to  address  the 
projects  that  I  believe  are  deserving  of  funding  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

The  Committee  has  shown  the  Mni  Wiconi  Rural  Water  Supply  Project,  authorized  in  1988,  a  great 
deal  of  support  over  the  past  several  years.  To  date,  almost  $56  million  has  been  appropriated  for 
this  critically  important  water  project.  The  $22.3  million  appropriated  by  Congress  for  fiscal  year 
1995  has  gone  a  long  way  towards  making  this  critical  project  a  reality  and  improving  the  quality 
of  life  across  the  entire  project  area.  The  majority  of  last  year's  funding  will  be  used  for  the 
continued  timely  development  of  the  project  by  providing  for  the  construction  of  pipelines, 
pumping  stations,  the  intake  and  other  facilities.  By  putting  "pipe  in  the  ground"  the  past  couple  of 
years,  the  project  has  been  able  to  energize  its  membership,  and  after  many  years  of  "talking"  about 
a  rural  water  system  in  this  part  of  South  Dakota,  the  Mni  Wiconi  project  with  the  funding 
provided  by  this  Committee  is  making  it  a  reality.  More  than  1,200  miles  of  pipe  has  been  put  in 
place,  out  of  a  total  of  4,200  miles  of  pipe  needed  for  the  total  project. 

I  urge  the  Committee  to  continue  its  strong  support  for  this  project  by  including  $38,477  million 
for  3ie  Mni  Wiconi  Rural  Water  Supply  Project  in  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  budget  for  Fiscal 
Year  1997.  This  funding  will  allow  for  the  continued  timely  development  of  the  project  by 
providing  for  the  construction  of  the  main  features  of  the  core  facilities  of  the  system,  including  the 
intake  facilities,  the  water  treatment  plant,  and  significant  part  of  the  core  system  pipeline. 

Work  on  the  major  features  on  the  system  will  be  able  to  continue  in  fiscal  year  1997  according  to 
construction  schedules  developed  after  Congress  completed  action  on  legislation  to  expand  the 
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service  territory  of  the  Mni  Wiconi  project.  I  am  proud  to  have  authored  the  legislation  to  expand 
the  service  territory  of  the  Mni  Wiconi  project,  which  was  passed  by  Congress  in  October  of  1994 
and  signed  into  law  by  President  Clinton.  This  addition  allows  the  project  to  provide  a  clean, 
dependable  supply  of  water  to  the  Rosebud  Sioux  Tribe  and  the  Lower  Brule  Sioux  Tribe,  both  of 
which  are  located  in  counties  that  rank  among  the  poorest  in  the  nation.  The  authorized  expansion, 
which  increases  the  project  authorization  from  $120  million  to  $263  million,  also  allows  the  Mni 
Wiconi  Project  to  meet  the  full  needs  of  the  original  service  territory,  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian 
Reservation  and  the  West  River-Lyman  Jones  rural  water  systems. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  you  are  already  familiar  with  this  project  and  the  undeniable  need  for  this 
water,  however,  I  believe  it  is  important  to  review  these  facts  to  ensure  that  the  current  situation  is 
not  forgotten.  As  you  know,  the  Mni  Wiconi  Project  will  provide  reliable,  good  quality  drinking 
water  to  approximately  5 1 ,000  people  in  southwest  and  central  South  Dakota,  including  the 
residents  of  three  Indian  Reservations,  as  noted  above.  Water  delivery  for  many  members  of  the 
Oglala  Sioux  Tribe  on  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reservation  and  in  other  areas  of  the  project  currently 
means  driving  or  walking  for  miles  to  a  community  pump,  filling  up  five  gallon  buckets  or  barrels 
with  water  and  returning  home.  Drilling  a  well  in  this  region  can  range  up  to  $50,000. 

On  top  of  expense  and  difficulty  in  obtaining  water,  the  water  quality  in  the  project  area  is  abysmal. 
Most  water  sources,  whether  community  water  supplies  or  personal  wells,  do  not  meet  standards 
set  by  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  due  to  high  levels  of  total  dissolved  solids,  sodium,  sulfates, 
chlorides,  iron,  and  even  radium.    Many  Reservation  water  sources  are  increasingly  polluted  with 
biological  contaminants.  Obviously,  the  poor  water  throughout  the  project  area  contributes  to  the 
health  problems  in  the  region.  Diabetes,  kidney  disease,  hypertension  and  a  high  infant  mortality 
are  particularly  prevalent  on  the  Reservation.  On  average  across  the  project  area,  drinking  two  and 
one-half  quarts  of  water  per  day  for  a  year  is  equivalent  to  drinking  two  pounds  of  rock. 

In  addition  to  improving  the  health  of  residents  in  the  region,  I  strongly  believe  that  this  water 
delivery  project  will  stabilize  the  rural  economy.  Water  is  a  basic  commodity  and  is  essential  if  we 
are  to  ever  foster  new  rural  development.  Water  development  and  economic  development  are 
especially  important  in  helping  the  residents  of  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reservation  break  the  cycle 
of  poverty.   Shannon  County,  Todd  County  and  Lyman  County,  which  are  all  part 
of  the  project  service  territory,  are  several  of  the  poorest  counties  in  the  nation.   I 
am  confident  that  by  providing  one  of  life's  key  commodities  to  this  region,  Congress  will  take  a 
fundamental  step  in  meeting  its  trust  responsibility  to  these  Indian  communities. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  worked  very  closely  with  the  project  sponsors;  in  fact,  I  must 
commend  former  Commissioner  Beard  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  local  employees  for 
their  diligent  efforts  in  working  with  the  Oglala  Sioux  Tribe,  West  River/Lyman- Jones,  Rosebud 
Sioux  Tribe,  and  Lower  Brule  Sioux  Tribe.  The  five  project  sponsors  and  the  Bureau  have 
worked  well  together  in  a  cooperative  spirit  over  the  years,  and  I  sincerely  appreciate  their  efforts. 
In  fact,  when  the  Administration  releases  it's  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1997,  it  will  have 
supported  the  project  for  the  past  four  fiscal  years.  Although  Commissioner  Martinez  has  yet  to 
testify  for  fiscal  year  1997,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Administration  budget  for  Mni  Wiconi  has  been  on 
an  upward  trend  in  recent  years,  and  I  look  forward  to  continued  strong  support  from  the 
Administration  when  their  budget  is  presented  to  Congress.  It  is  important  to  note  that  the  state  of 
South  Dakota  continues  to  meet  its  cost  share  obligations  to  the  project. 

I  do  not  believe  our  needs  get  any  more  basic  than  good  quality,  reliable  drinking  water,  and  I 
appreciate  the  fact  that  Congress  and  this  Committee  have  shown  their  support  for  the  Mni  Wiconi 
Rural  Water  System.  The  need  for  this  project  is  undeniably  great,  and  I  will  continue  to  work  for 
its  completion.  I  thank  the  Committee  for  its  consideration  of  my  request  for  $38,447  million  for 
the  Mni  Wiconi  project. 
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I  also  want  to  thank  the  Committee  for  the  $  1 1 .5  million  appropriated  last  year  to  the  Mid-Dakota 
Rural  Water  Supply  System  for  FY  '96.  The  Mid-Dakota  project,  which  was  authorized  in  1992, 
will  provide  high  quality  drinking  water  to  more  than  30,000  residents  of  South  Dakota  in  the 
central  part  of  the  state.  The  State  of  South  Dakota  has  appropriated  more  than  $6.3  million  for 
this  project  in  order  to  demonstrate  its  willingness  to  significantly  contribute  to  Mid-Dakota's 
development. 

The  Mid-Dakota  project  has  made  tremendous  progress  during  the  past  year,  including  significant 
progress  on  the  construction  of  the  water  intake  and  pump  station,  the  water  treatment  plant,  and 
the  raw  water  pipeline.  The  construction  of  these  main  components  are  on  schedule  to  be 
completed  with  FY  '96  funds. 

Last  year  I  was  pleased  to  note  that  the  Administration  has  included  the  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water 
System  in  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  budget  for  the  first  time.  While  the  project  sponsors  and 
myself  were  very  pleased  to  see  the  Administration  recognize  the  need  for  the  Mid-Dakota  project 
by  including  funding  in  the  President's  FY  '96  budget,  we  realize  the  Commissioner  has  yet  to 
testify  for  fiscal  year  1997.  I  look  forward  to  continued  strong  support  from  the  Administration 
when  their  budget  is  presented  to  Congress. 

I  am  requesting  $29,686  million  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  construction  program  for  the 
Mid-Dakota  project  to  assist  the  State  and  local  project  sponsors  in  FY  '97  construction  activities, 
including  completion  of  the  Water  Treatment  Plant  and  the  main  pipeline,  as  well  as  continued 
construction  of  distribution  systems  and  water  storage  tanks.  This  level  of  funding  will  keep  the 
project  construction  on  schedule  and  honor  those  construction  contracts  already  in  progress. 

The  need  for  the  Mid-Dakota  project  has  also  been  well  documented  over  the  past  few  years,  but  I 
would  like  to  remind  the  Committee  of  the  water  quality  and  availability  problems  which  exist  in 
the  project  area.  The  ground  water  options  in  this  part  of  the  state  are  of  very  poor  quality  and 
exceed  many  of  the  standards  for  a  number  of  elements.  These  high  mineral  levels  include  iron, 
manganese,  sodium,  sulfates  and  total  dissolved  solids.  The  poor  quality  of  the  water  also  causes 
many  health  related  concerns  and  pose  a  public  threat,  as  much  of  the  water  is  not  only  high  in 
mineral  levels,  but  also  high  in  levels  of  nitrates  and  bacteria.  Health  problems  caused  by  the  poor 
quality  of  water  range  from  diarrhea  and  digestive  complications  to  forcing  residents  with  young 
children  to  use  distilled  water  to  avoid  harmful  side  effects. 

Again,  I  ask  the  Committee  to  continue  its  strong  support  of  the  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water  System, 
and  I  thank  the  committee  for  its  consideration  of  my  request  for  $29,686  for  the  Mid-Dakota 
project. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  several  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Projects  in  my  state  that  have 
been  part  of  Administration  budgets  in  the  past,  and  I  would  like  to  lend  my  strong  support  to  these 
funding  needs,  including;  the  completion  of  the  rehabihtation  of  the  Belle  Fourche  Irrigation  Unit, 
and  the  continued  funding  of  the  Black  Hills  Water  Management  Study  (which  the  Bureau  has  been 
involved  in  for  a  number  of  years) 

The  Bureau  has  also  been  involved  in  the  needs  assessment  and  feasibility  studies  for  the  area 
served  by  the  Tri-County  Water  Association,  which  includes  the  Cheyenne  Sioux  Tribe  Indian 
Reservation,  in  north  central  South  Dakota.  This  area  of  South  Dakota  also  suffers  from  poor 
water  quality  and  this  effort  will  finally  allow  Tri-County  Water  Association  and  the  Cheyenne 
Sioux  'Tribe  to  address  this  need  with  long  term  solutions,  instead  of  temporary  fixes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  also  very  supportive  the  Administration's  requests  for  Corps  of  Engineers 
funding  in  South  Dakota  and  hope  that  they  will  continue  to  receive  the  support  of  the  Committee 
as  they  have  in  years  past.  The  Corps  not  only  operates  and  maintains  4  of  the  main  stem  dams 
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along  the  Missouri  River  in  South  Dakota,  but  they  have  also  been  very  involved  in  a  number  of 
important  flood  control  efforts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  supportive  of  the  testimony  you  have  received  from  the  Missouri  River 
Bank  Stabilization  Association.  I  strongly  support  the  Association's  request  for  $200,000  which 
is  crucial  to  operation  and  maintenance  of  works  already  completed  along  the  river  under  the 
Section  32  Stream  Bank  Erosion  Control  and  Demonstration  Act.  The  Missouri  National 
Recreation  River  stretches  for  59  miles  between  the  Gavins  Point  Dam,  near  Yankton,  South 
Dakota  and  the  Ponca  State  Park,  near  Ponca,  Nebraska.  This  stretch  below  the  Gavins  Point  Dam 
was  designated  a  Recreation  River  in  1978  since  it  is  the  last  portion  of  the  Missouri  that  remains  in 
its  natural  state.  However,  the  Missouri  River  is  steadily  eating  away  at  its  banks,  a  situation 
exacerbated  by  releases  from  Gavins  Point  Dam.  I  appreciate  the  past  support  the  Committee  has 
demonstrated  in  meeting  the  needs  of  bank  stabilization  along  this  portion  of  the  Missouri  River, 
and  I  look  forward  to  continued  support  for  these  efforts  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
Committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  having  this  opportunity  to  outline  the  funding  needs  for  South  Dakota 
water  development.  This  Committee  has  always  been  gracious  and  given  full  consideration  to  my 
requests,  which  I  deeply  appreciate.  South  Dakota  is  plagued  by  water  of  exceedingly  poor 
quality,  and  the  Mni  Wiconi  and  Mid-Dakota  rural  water  projects  are  efforts  to  help  provide  clean 
water  ~  a  commodity  most  of  us  take  for  granted  -  to  the  people  of  South  Dakota.  I  am  a  strong 
believer  in  the  federal  goverrmients  role  in  rural  water  delivery,  and  I  hope  to  continue  to  advance 
that  agenda  both  in  South  Dakota  and  around  the  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  again  for  your  past  help  and  on  behalf  of  the 
people  of  South  Dakota,  I  want  to  let  you  and  the  Ranking  Member  know  that 
your  efforts  have  made  a  difference  in  South  Dakota  and  they  are  appreciated 
more  than  you  will  ever  know. 

Sound  water  development  is  crucial  to  our  state,  whether  it  is  rural  water  delivery,  wetland  and 
wildlife  enhancement,  irrigation  or  flood  control.  These  projects  stabilize  the  rural  economy  and 
greatly  contribute  to  rural  economic  development  since  water  is  a  vital  component  to  ensure  future 
growth.  I  appreciate  the  time  and  hard  woric  the  Committee  has  devoted  to  developing  water 
infrastructure,  especially  the  efforts  of  the  Committee  in  meeting  the  needs  of  South  Dakota  and 
rural  America.  I  look  forward  to  continued  close  cooperation  with  the  Committee  to  meet  the  needs 
of  our  nation.  Thanks  again  for  your  time  and  consideration. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 

MNI  WICONI  PROJECT 

WITNESSES 

WILBUR  BETWEEN  LODGES,  PRESIDENT,  OGLALA  SOUEX  TRIBE 
KIRK  CORDES,  PRESIDENT,  BOARD  OF  WEST  RIVER/LYMAN-JONES 
WILLIAM  KINDLE,  PRESIDENT,  ROSEBUD  SIOUX  TRIBE 
MICHAEL  JANDREAU,  CHAIRMAN,  LOWER  BRULE  SIOUX  TRIBE 

Mr.  Myers.  Now  we  will  hear  that  group  from  the  Mni  Wiconi 
for  the  next  10  minutes. 

Tim,  you  stick  around. 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  have  some  other  responsibilities. 

I  think  I  have  a  markup  going  on  in  Ag  that  I  am  going  to  have 
to  go  to. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  understand  that.  We  all  understand  and  recognize 
that. 

Gentlemen,  we  will  be  pleased  to  hear  from  you.  Your  prepared 
statements  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you  may  proceed  for 
the  next  10  minutes  as  you  desire. 

Mr.  Between  Lodges.  I  am  Wilbur  Between  Lodges,  President 
of  the  Oglala  Sioux  Tribe.  The  Oglala  Lakota  people  of  the  Pine 
Ridge  Indian  Reservation  send  their  greetings.  It  is  a  pleasure  to 
testify  before  you  today. 

I  am  joined  by  a  delegation  that  represents  the  leadership  of  the 
four  major  parties  in  the  Mni  Wiconi  Project.  I  would  like  to  intro- 
duce Mr.  Kirk  Cordes,  President  of  the  Board  of  West  River/ 
Lyman- Jones;  Mr.  Willie  Kindle,  President  of  the  Rosebud  Sioux 
Tribe;  Mr.  Michael  Jandreau,  Chairman  of  the  Lower  Brule  Sioux 
Tribe. 

With  your  permission,  I  will  submit  our  written  testimony  for  the 
record  and  simply  highlight  our  concerns  here  today. 

Today,  I  wanted  to  report  to  you  that  on  my  reservation,  we  now 
have  the  White  ClayAVakpmni,  Slim  Buttes,  Kyle  North,  Kyle  to 
Sharps  Corner  and  West  Boundary  Projects  in  operation.  And  we 
will  initiate  construction  on  the  Manderson  Loop  and  Kyle  to  Allen 
projects  in  1996.  In  all,  1,130  rural  households  on  the  reservation 
are  being  served  by  completed  and  ongoing  projects.  This  project 
has  brought  a  new  level  of  hope  and  dignity  to  the  membership  of 
the  Oglala  Lakota  people. 

On  behalf  of  the  Oglala  Lakota  people,  I  would  like  to  thank  you 
for  the  tremendous  advances  made  on  my  reservation  as  a  result 
of  your  past  support. 

The  Oglala  Sioux  Rural  Water  Supply  System  is  the  backbone  of 
the  Mni  Wiconi  Project.  West  River/Ljnnan- Jones,  Rosebud  and 
Lower  Brule  interconnect  with  our  system.  We  are  all  working  to- 
gether to  bring  the  benefits  of  the  project  to  the  region. 

In  fiscal  year  1996,  the  Oglala's  will  build  the  intake  on  the  Mis- 
souri River  that  will  serve  everyone.  The  $38.5  million  we  request 
in  fiscal  year  1997  will  go  to  the  building  of  the  treatment  plant 
and  the  30-inch  pipelines  needed  to  bring  water  to  all  of  our  mem- 
berships. 
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The  support  of  the  subcommittee  is  needed  to  continue  the  con- 
struction that  will  be  initiated  in  fiscal  year  1996  and  carried  for- 
ward through  1997. 

We  are  very  pleased  that  the  administration  has  requested  $28.3 
million  for  this  project  in  fiscal  year  1997.  Unfortunately,  this  is 
$10.2  million  less  than  what  local  BOR  project  staff  and  our  own 
planners  have  mutually  determined  is  necessary  to  keep  the  project 
on  its  current  schedule.  For  this  reason,  we  ask  the  subcommittee 
to  increase  this  figure  to  a  total  of  $38.5  million  for  fiscal  year 
1997.  This  $10.2  million  increase  is  necessary  for  four  critical  rea- 
sons: 

First,  the  people  who  live  in  this  area  have  incomes  that  are  less 
than  25  percent  of  the  national  average.  They  cannot  afford  to  haul 
water  to  their  homes  or  to  buy  bottled  water.  Thus,  we  cannot  jus- 
tify another  delay  in  improving  their  health  and  economic  well- 
being. 

I  draw  your  attention  to  the  USA  Today  Newspaper,  March  5th, 
1996,  which  cites  the  fact  that  69  percent  of  the  children  on  my 
reservation  reside  in  poverty. 

Second,  we  are  currently  building  the  treatment  plant,  core  pipe- 
lines and  distribution  system  and  we  need  these  funds  to  continue 
ongoing  construction  contracts  on  these  items. 

Third,  each  year  we  are  asked  what  we  would  do  if  the  necessary 
funds  are  not  available  and  each  year  we  fall  further  behind.  It 
should  not  take  more  than  10  years  to  complete  this  project  and 
insufficient  appropriations  will  clearly  push  us  beyond  our  comple- 
tion deadline  of  the  year  2003. 

Finally,  on  my  reservation,  the  people  in  Red  Shirt  Community, 
where  water  is  the  worst,  will  have  to  wait  another  year  for  safe 
water  if  this  money  is  not  appropriated.  This  would  be  a  terrible 
tragedy. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  our  oral  and  written 
testimony  this  afternoon.  I  will  turn  the  microphone  over  to  Mr. 
Cordes. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Between  Lodges  follows:] 
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FY  1997  APPROPRIATIONS  TESTIMONY 

MNl  WICONI  PROJECT 

SOUTH  DAKOTA 


(PL  100-516,  As  Amended  October  31, 1994) 


OGLALA  SIOUX  RURAL  WATER  SUPPLY  SYSTEM 

WEST RIVER/LYMAN-JONES RURAL  WATERSYSTEM 

ROSEBUD  SIOUX  RURAL  WATERSYSTEM 

LOWER  BRULE  RURAL  WATER  SYSTEM 


March  5,  1996 


before 


HOUSE  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 
APPROPRIATIONS 


Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
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1.  FY  1997  Budget  Request 

The  Mni  Wiconi  Project  boieficiaries  (as  Usted  below)  respect&Qy  request  fouith  year 
construction  funding  for  the  project  in  the  amount  of  $38,477,000  as  foQows: 

Oglala  Sioux  Rural  Water  Supply  System 

Core  Facilities  (Intake,  Treatment  Plant,  Pipelines)  $18,462,000 

Distribution  System  on  Pine  Ridge  6,580,000 

West  River/Lyman- Jones  Rural  Water  Systems  6,848,000 

Rosebud  Sioux  Rural  Water  System  5,8 19,000 

Lower  Brule  Sioux  Rural  Water  System  768.000 

Total  Mni  Wiconi  Project  $38,477,000 

llie  Administration's  budget  of  $28.3  million  is  a  major  inq)rovement  over  last  year,  demonstrating 
growing  support  of  the  Administration  for  the  Project,  but  remains  madequate  for  the  Project  to  be 
conq)leted  on  schedule.  The  Project  needs  an  mcrease  in  FY  1997  of  $10.2  million  above  the 
Administration's  proposed  budget,  an  amount  less  than  the  $1 1.8  million  added  by  the  House  and 
Senate  conference  last  year. 

2.  Construction  Plans  for  FY  1997  Funds 

The  project  beneficiaries  are  capable  of  continumg  significant  on-going  construction  on  the 
distribution  systems  within  the  service  areas  of  the  project  (Figure  1).  See  Sections  5  through  8. 

Hie  Oglala  Sioux  Rural  Water  Supply  System  (OSRWSS)  will  execute  contracts  for  major 
construction  activities  on  the  core  system.  Construction  contracts  will  be  initiated  on  the  intake  and 
treatment  plant  this  year  using  FY  1996  fimds  (Table  1).  Construction  of  the  treatment  plant  will  use 
$3.0  minion  m  FY  1996  fimds  and  require  $8  5  miHinn  in  FY  1997  and  $8.2  million  m  FY  1998  to 
complete  construction  of  this  $19.7  million  conqionent.  OSRWSS  will  use  $10  0  million  in  FY  1997 
fimds  for  construction  contracts  for  the  large  diameter  pipelines  and  related  facilities  that  will  connect 
the  treatment  plant  with  the  service  areas  (Table  1).  The  area  proposed  for  construction  is  along 
State  Ifighway  1806  between  the  treatment  plant  and  Fort  Pierre,  along  U.S.  Highway  83  toward 
Vivian,  and  west  along  U.  S.  Highway  14  toward  Hayes  (Figure  1). 

OSRWSS  is  convicting  deagn  of  the  core  project  facilities  described  above  with  FY  1996 
fimds.  Final  plans  and  ^ecifications  fin*  the  intake  on  the  Missouri  River  have  been  submitted  to  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  review,  and  construction  contracts  are  scheduled  to  begin  in  late  ^ring. 
Site  work  at  the  treatment  plant  is  scheduled  for  the  start  of  construction  m  summer  1996.  The  FY 
1997  appropriations  become  crucial  to  the  continued  construction  of  these  essential  core  facilities. 
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SCHSOOLS    AUS    APPROPKUnOHS    FOR    PROJSCT   COKPLmOIl 


OSRHSS 
Intak* 


OSRWSS- 
-matnant 


OSRWSS  Cora   Pipaluiaa 


Nurdo     to  Pina  R 


Sarvica     Apprcspriation 
Araa  Complation 

Coat  Schadula 


199e       $3,77S,104       $3,000,000 


$e. 775,104       $15,524 


1997 
1998 
1999 
1000 
2001 
2002 
2003 


8,488,000 
8,200,000 


320  6,316,693 

753  6,474,611 

471  6,636,476 


,523,739 
,636,932 
,752,753 


,216.045 
,271,446 
,328.232 
,386.438 


18,462,013 
20,639,408 
17,274.132 
10.903.597 
11,176.187 
4.137,921 


20.015 
20,515 
21,028 
21,554 
22,093 
22,645 
33,211 


896 

$22 

300 

301 

477 

683 

155 

575 

302 

290 

457 

14  7 

269 

475 

783 

612 

211 

$3,775,104    $19,688,000    $23,361,995    $19,427,780    $13,913,324    $9,202,160    $89,368,362    $166,588,979  $255,957,34 


Note: The  numbers 


table  are  based  on  cost  indexing  of  2.5% 


lly  from  1997  through  2003. 


Construction  Schedule  Revision 


With  the  needs  of  the  Mni  Wiconi  Project  in  mmd,  the  councils  and  boards  of  the  Indian  and 
oflF-reservation  service  areas  have  prepared  a  revised  plan  for  completion  of  the  project  by  year  2003. 
The  plan  was  designed  to  recognize  the  fimding  environment  in  ^^4lich  the  subcommittees  are  working 
and  to  seek  a  level  of  appropriations  that  is  workable.  The  Project  has  seven  years  to  complete  the 
construction  of  the  OSRWSS  core  system  and  the  distribution  systems  within  the  re^ective  service 
areas.  The  project  paiticq)ants  are  committed  to  working  with  the  subcommittees  to  ensure  that  the 
expectations  of  the  memberships  are  met. 

Figure  1  is  a  diagram  of  the  core  &cihties  of  the  Oglala  Sioux  Rural  Water  Supply  System  that 
will  deliver  water  to  the  interconnections  of  West  River/Lyman- Jones,  Rosebud  and  Lower  Brule. 
Rgure  1  shows  the  elements  of  the  core  system  that  will  be  constructed  with  FY  1997  fimds  and  the 
ultimate  development  of  the  core  system.  This  construction  schedule  is  a  significant  modification 
from  the  schedule  presented  in  the  Final  Engineering  Report.  Construction  of  the  treatment  plant 
and  other  core  Polities  has  been  moved  to  later  years  of  the  schedule  and  has  been  spread  out  over 
a  longer  period  of  years.  Table  1  summarizes. 

The  construction  sequence  presented  in  Figure  1  and  Table  1  is  intended  to  respond  to  the 
budget  constraints  of  Congress  and  the  Administration.  Older  projects,  such  as  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  have  passed  their  need  for  the  large  proportion  of  the  total  appropriations  they  received  m 
the  past.  Accepting  the  6ct  that  the  over-all  budget  for  Water  Development  projects  is  dechning,  the 
Mni  Wiconi  Project  can  be  completed  on  schedule  as  our  appropriation  needs  move  forward  in 
priority  to  utilize  the  share,  in  part,  of  the  total  appropriations  previously  used  by  Central  Arizona  and 
others. 
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llie  construction  sequoice  of  the  Oglala  Sioux  Rural  Water  Supply  System  (OSRWSS)  will 
interconnect  and  supply  the  first  major  population  segment  with  Missouri  River  water  in  1999:  a 
design  population  of  5,000  within  the  Lower  Briile  and  Lyman- Jones  systems.  By  year  2001, 
OSRWSS  win  deliver  Missouri  River  water  at  interconnections  designed  for  a  population  of  38,000 
members,  and  by  year  2002,  OSRWSS  will  deliver  water  at  interconnections  designed  for  a 
population  of  52,000  members,  the  population  projected  for  all  service  areas  between  years  2010  and 
2020'.  The  remaining  year  in  the  construction  schedule  (FY  2003)  will  be  dedicated  to  completing 
distribution  systems  within  the  respective  service  areas.  The  Subcommittee's  attention  is  drawn  to 
the  &a  that  the  construction  schedule  permits  the  residents  of  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reservation, 
Rosd)ud  Indian  Reservation  and  relatively  large  populations  m  the  West  River/Lyman- Jones  service 
areas  to  receive  Missouri  River  water  fi^om  OSRWSS  at  the  same  time:  vear  2002.  While  this  may 
not  seem  an  important  event  to  the  Subcommittee,  the  project  sponsors  consider  the  construction 
sequence  as  another  historic  milestone  in  the  growing  cooperation  between  the  tribal  membership  of 
the  req)ective  Indian  reservations  and  the  off-reservation  population. 

4.         Unique  Needs  of  This  Project 

We  re^ectfiilly  submit  that  our  project  is  unique  and  that  no  other  project  m  the  Nation  has 
greater  needs.  Poverty  in  our  service  areas  is  consistently  deeper  than  elsev^^ere  in  the  Nation. 
Health  effects  of  water  borne  diseases  are  consistently  more  prevalent  than  elsewdiere  m  the  Nation, 
due  in  part  to  (1)  lack  of  adequate  water  in  the  home  and  (2)  poor  water  quality  vAere  water  is 
available.  Higher  incidoices  of  iii9)etigo,  gastroenteritis,  shigellosis,  scabies  and  hepatitis-A  are  well 
documoited  on  the  Indian  reservations  of  the  Mni  Wiconi  Project  area.  It  is  incomprehensible  at  the 
close  of  the  20th  century  to  have  a  region  in  vMcb  social  and  economic  conditions  are  as  devastating. 
These  circumstances  are  summarized  in  Table  2.  Nbii  Wiconi  raises  the  hopes  and  builds  the  dignity 
of  many,  not  only  though  improvement  of  drinking  water,  but  through  employment  and  increased 
earnings  during  planning,  construction,  operation  and  maintenance. 


1990  BUBE&n  OF  CZNSUS  BCOMDiaC  STATISTICS 


Per  Capita  Families  Below 

Income   Poverty  Level    Unemployment 
Indian  Reservation/State  (S)  (%)  (*) 


Pine  Ridge  (Shannon  County) 

$3,029 

59.6 

32.7 

Rosebud  (Todd  County) 

4,005 

54.4 

27.3 

Lower  Brule  (Lyman  County) 

4,679 

45.0 

15.7 

State  of  South  Da)cota 

10,S61 

11. « 

4.2 

National 

14,420 

10.0 

6.3 

'  Not  all  of  the  design  population  will  be  fUUy  dependent  on  Missouri  River  water  supply  provided  by 
OSRWSS.  About  50%  of  the  water  supply  for  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reservation  will  be  provided  by  groundwater, 
about  38%  of  the  water  supply  for  the  Rosebud  Indian  Reservation  will  be  derived  from  groundwater,  and  a  small 
proportion  of  the  West  River  service  area  will  be  suppUed  from  groundwater.  The  OSRWSS  core  intake,  treatment 
plant  and  pipelines  are  needed  to  supply  the  remaining  demand  for  water  and  to  back  up  the  groundwater  supply. 


1437 


5.         Oglala  Sioux  Rural  Water  Supply  System  within  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reservation 

Table  3  summarizes  the  status  of  the  Oglala  Sioux  distribution  system  on  the  Pine  Ridge 
Indian  Reservation.  A  total  of  450  rural  residences  have  facilities  constructed  to  serve  them.  The 
pipelines  now  delivering  water  involve  1 14.6  miles  of  pipe  greater  than  3  inches  in  diameter  and  74.2 
nriles  of  pipeline  less  than  3  inches  in  diameter,  a  total  of  188.8  miles  of  pipeline.  Wkh  projects  now 
designed  and  proceeding  toward  construction  award,  there  are  1,130  services  and  405.5  miles  of 
distribution  and  service  pipelines.  These  projects  wiD  be  started  in  FY  1996  and  will  require  FY  1997 
appropriations  for  conq)letion. 

TABLE  3 
PROOSSSS  ON  OSRWSS  DISTRIBUTION  SYSTEM 


Larger 

Smaller 

Residential 

Pipeline 

Pipeline 

Connections 

>  3" 

<  3" 

OSRWSS  Project 

Status 

(niimber) 

(miles) 

(miles) 

White  Clay/Makpamni 

Operating 

187 

38.8 

26.1 

Slim  Buttes 

Operating 

76 

27. S 

14.9 

Kyle  North 

Operating 

77 

15.2 

13.1 

Kyle  to  Sharps  Comer 

Operating 

107 

26.6 

17.1 

West  Boundary 

Operating 

3 

6.5 

3.0 

Manderson  Loop 

Construct 

Start 

FY 

96 

S09 

70.7 

74.7 

Kyle  to  Allen 

Construct 

Start 

FY 

96 

171 

51.5 

19.8 

Totals 

1,130 

236.8 

168.7 

6.         West  River/Lyman-Jones  Rural  Water  System 

Construction  of  the  WR/U  systems  was  hutiated  in  October  of  1993.  To  date,  as  shown  in 
Table  4,  WR/U  has  completed  construction  of  distribution  mamline  to  serve  344  rural  locations. 
Because  of  the  urgent  need  for  water,  the  WR/U  Board  has  entered  into  mterim  water  supply 
agreements  with  rminicipalities  within  their  service  area.  With  completion  of  the  OSRWSS  core 
system  p^ehne,  these  communities  will  become  recipients  of  project  water  that  meets  Safe  Drinking 
Water  Art  Standards,  and  the  water  suppUed  to  rural  users  will  be  of  much  superior  quality  to  that 
presoitly  being  supplied.  With  projerts  now  imder  construction  and  those  in  final  design,  there  will 
be  a  total  of  687  connertions  served  by  1,3 13  miles  of  pipeline.  The  Grindstone  South  projert  will 
be  completed  with  FY  1996  fimds  appropriated  last  year.  The  projerts  now  in  final  design  will  be 
made  possible  by  fimds  in  this  request  for  FY  1997. 

TABLE  4 
PROGRESS  ON  WR/LJ  OISTKIBUTION  SYSTEM 


Larger 

Smaller 

Residential 

Pipeline 

Pipeline 

Connections 

>  1.5" 

< 

1.5" 

WR/LJ  Project 

Status 

(number] 

(miles) 

(miles) 

Creighton 

Operat  ing 

89 

179.0 

8.0 

Elbon 

Operat  ing 

136 

274.0 

13.0 

Kado)ca 

Operating 

119 

262.0 

11.0 

Grindstone  South 

Construction 

73 

128.0 

7.0 

Reliance  North 

Design 

60 

110.0 

6.0 

Reliance  South 

Design 

lis 

210.0 

11.0 

Pierre  to  Vivian 

Design 

95 

150.0 

9.0 

Core  Branches 
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7.  Rosebud  Sioux  Rural  Water  System 

Construction  is  scheduled  to  begin  this  sununer  on  the  Rosebud  Sioux  Rural  Water  System. 
The  initial  40  miles  of  pipeline  will  bring  high  quality  water  and  improved  fire  protection  to  the  375 
people  v\ho  live  in  the  coimmmities  of  He  Dog  and  Upper  Cut  Meat  and  surrounding  rural  areas.  The 
design,  right-of-way  and  cultwal  resources  work  are  being  done  m  FY  1996  for  the  Ring 
Thunder/Horse  Creek/Mission  and  Parmalee/Black  Pipe/Com  Creek  components.  A  construction 
contract  is  scheduled  for  award  on  the  Ring  Thunder/Mission  project  later  this  summer.  The  65  miles 
of  pipeline  to  be  constructed  m  FY  1997  would  serve  several  hundred  homes  that  currently  have 
either  marginal  water  supply  (very  poor  quahty  and  inadequate  quantity)  or  no  water  at  alL  Design 
and  right-of-way  work  would  also  be  done  m  FY  1997  for  FY  1998  construction  projects.  The  Tribe 
has  made  major  accomplishments  in  FY  1995  and  1996,  and  the  Rosebud  people  are  anxiously 
looking  forward  to  the  benefits  that  the  Mni  Wiconi  Project  can  provide. 

8.  Lower  Brule  Rural  Water  System 

The  Lower  Brule  Rural  Water  System  status  is,  at  the  present  time,  m  the  study  and  design 
stage.  The  Needs  Assessment  and  Water  Conservation  Plan  are  being  conq)leted.  These  are 
prerequisites  to  release  of  construction  fimds.  An  analysis  of  existing  facilities  is  being  performed  to 
determine  coiiq)atabi]ity  with  proposed  project  facilities.  Prehminary  design  work  and  design  report 
is  currently  in  early  stages,  with  construction  of  new  &cilities  programmed  to  begin  in  fiscal  1997. 
Currently  the  system  has  accepted  ownership  of  and  authority  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
Lower  Brule  and  West  Brule  Community  water  distribution  systems,  vAuch  were  programmed  to  that 
purpose  in  the  Final  Engineering  Report.  Fiscal  Year  1997  fimds  will  also  be  for  some  needed 
nq>rovements  to  those  systems  and  to  begin  Phase  1  construction  of  new  ^duties.  Phase  1  will  begm 
with  the  core  system  pq)eline  from  Lower  Brule  Conununity  toward  the  Medicine  Butte  area  south 
of  the  Comrmmity. 

9.  Oosing 

h  our  testimony  above,  we  described  the  uniqueness  of  this  project  in  meeting  basic  human 
needs  in  the  midst  of  poverty.  We  close  by  asking  the  Subcommittee  to  consider  addhional  &ctors: 

►  FY  1997  is  the  fourth  year  of  construction.    At  the  conchision  of  FY  1996,  we  are  on 
schedule  for  coiiq)letion  m  FY  2003 ; 

»  We  are  on  schedule  with  design  of  FY  1997  fiicihties  and  need  the  FY  1997  fimds  to  continue 

construction  contracts  and  mitiate  new  ones; 

>  The  following  findmg  of  Congress  in  Public  Law  100-5 16,  as  amended,  places  the  Nation  on 
the  strongest  of  moral  grounds  m  this  project: 

...the  United  States  has  a  trust  responsibility  to  ensure  that  adequate  and  safe 
water  supplies  are  available  to  meet  the  ecormmic,  environmental,  water 
supply  and  public  health  needs  of  the  Pine  Ridge,  Rosebud  and  Lower  Brule 
Indian  Reservations... 
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Mr.  CORDES.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee,  I 
join  the  other  project  sponsors  in  urging  your  approval  of  the  $38.5 
milhon  for  fiscal  year  1997.  Your  continued  support  is  essential  to 
the  successful  completion  of  this  much-needed  domestic  water 
project.  We  have  made  wise  use  of  the  funds  that  you  have  pro- 
vided in  response  to  our  previous  requests. 

People  that  will  be  served  by  the  West  River/Lyman-Jones  rural 
water  systems  have  no  other  choice  of  water  supply.  The  deep-well 
water  that  they  are  now  using  is  the  kind  of  water  that  will  actu- 
ally plug  a  pipe  with  mineral  deposits  within  a  year.  Mni  Wiconi 
Project  water  will  give  our  people  safe  drinking  water  in  their 
homes  for  the  first  time  in  their  lives.  Prior  to  this  project,  I  hauled 
the  only  safe  drinking  water  that  we  had  on  our  ranch  25  miles 
from  Wall,  South  Dakota.  While  much  progress  has  been  made  we 
still  have  two-thirds  of  our  membership  suffering  from  very  inad- 
equate water  supplies. 

As  project  sponsors,  we  have  agreed  to  a  development  schedule 
on  the  intake,  treatment  plant  and  core  system  pipeline.  This 
schedule  is  an  efficient  use  of  appropriated  funds  and,  at  the  same 
time,  it  provides  all  project  sponsors  equal  access  to  quality  water. 

We  recognize  that  in  the  current  budget  situation  it  will  be  2003 
before  our  last  membership  is  served.  However,  ultimate  delivery 
of  quality  water  by  this  project  will  reward  our  membership  for  the 
faith  that  they  have  had  in  us  during  the  lengthy  development  pe- 
riod. 

The  State  of  South  Dakota  continues  to  provide  strong  leadership 
and  needed  appropriations  for  the  Mni  Wiconi  Project.  The  State, 
in  difficult  budget  years,  has  placed  a  very  high  priority  on  quality 
water  for  its  rural  population.  The  South  Dakota  Legislature  on 
February  24th,  1996,  appropriated  our  requested  amount  of 
$500,000  to  meet  the  non-Federal  match  requirements  for  the  non- 
Indian  portions  of  the  Mni  Wiconi. 

As  President  of  the  West/River  Lyman-Jones  systems,  I  request 
that  you  increase  the  administration  recommendation  of  $28.3  to 
our  fiscal  year  1997  request  of  $38.5  million.  All  the  project  spon- 
sors have  participated  in  developing  this  request.  I  assure  you  that 
we  will  make  timely  use  of  these  funds  and  deliver  quality  drinking 
water  to  the  people  of  western  South  Dakota. 

I  thank  you  for  your  continued  support. 

Mr.  Kindle,  President  of  the  Rosebud  Sioux  Tribe,  will  now  give 
his  testimony. 

Mr.  Kindle.  Good  afternoon.  Chairman  Myers,  and  Members  of 
the  Committee.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  discuss 
the  Rosebud  Sioux  rural  water  system.  This  important  project  will 
improve  health  and  economic  conditions  on  the  Rosebud  Reserva- 
tion. 

On  behalf  of  the  Rosebud  Sioux,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your 
past  efforts  in  making  all  of  this  possible. 

1996  will  be  a  landmark  year  for  Rosebud.  We  will  have  actual 
construction  beginning  this  spring.  And  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal 
year,  we  should  Upper  Cut  Meat/He  Dog  Project  constructed.  This 
project  will  provide  high  quality  water  and  improved  fire  protection 
to  about  375  people,  as  well  as  good  drinking  water  to  the  He  Dog 
Day  School.  ^ 
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We  should  also  have  Ring  Thunder/Mission  Project  under  con- 
tract with  construction  in  progress.  In  1996,  we  are  working  to 
complete  plans,  specifications  and  right-of-way  for  the  remainder  of 
the  Ring  Thunder/Mission/Horse  Creek  system,  and  for  the  third 
priority  area,  Parmelee/Black  Pipe/Corn  Creek.  We  are  also  plan- 
ning a  modest  facility  to  house  the  tribal  personnel  employed  in 
planning,  design,  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  activi- 
ties. 

Our  budget  request  for  1997  is  $5.8  million,  somewhat  greater 
than  what  the  administration  used  in  developing  their  budget  pro- 
posal. We  hope  that  Congress  will  agree  that  in  this  new  era  of 
water  development  and  utilization,  our  project  is  deserving  of  this 
level  of  funding. 

At  this  level  of  funding  we  will  be  able  to  construct  the  Parmelee/ 
Black  Pipe/Corn  Creek  Project  and  complete  Ring  Thunder/Mission. 
These  two  projects  will  extend  our  high  quality  but  limited  ground- 
water to  hundreds  of  homes  with  very  poor  quality  water  or  no 
water  at  all. 

In  1997,  we  will  also  be  completing  additional  design  and  right- 
of-way  work  in  order  that  we  have  a  productive  construction  season 
in  1998.  However,  we  realize  that  our  quality  groundwater  re- 
sources are  scarce  and  can  only  be  extended  so  far. 

So  in  summary,  I  want  to  say  it  is  hard  to  say  how  the  toll — 
we  can  measure  the  toll  on  diseases  that  happen  with  the  water 
we  have  there.  We  don't  expect  the  Mni  Wiconi  Project  to  cure  all 
of  our  ills,  but  we  do  know  that  it  will  make  a  difference.  So  with 
that,  I  want  to  thank  you. 

And  I  will  turn  this  over  to  Mr.  Jandreau,  Chairman  of  the 
Lower  Brule  Sioux. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  only  have  about  30  seconds  left,  but  your  entire 
statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Jandreau.  Thank  you. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  come  before  you.  Our  reservation 
is  small  but  our  needs  are  just  as  great  as  the  larger  areas.  And 
I  appreciate  very  much  your  listening  to  us  and  giving  us  this  op- 
portunity to  testify  before  you. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

I  apologize  that  we  ran  out  of  time,  but  thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Jandreau  follows:! 


23-641    O— 86 6 
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TESTIMONY  OF  CHAIRMAN  MICHAEL  JANDREAU 
MARCH  5,  1996 


Honorable  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Committee: 

I  am  Michael  Jandreau,  Chairman  of  the  Lower  Brule  Sioux  Tribal  Council.  Lower  Brule 
Sioux  Tribal  Reservation  in  central  South  Dakota  may  be  a  small  reservation,  area-wise,  but  our 
people  have  the  same  shortage  of  good  quality  water  over  much  of  the  reservation  that  exists  for  the 
Pine  Ridge  and  Rosebud  Reservations  and  for  the  West  River/Lyman-Jones  service  area  of  the  Mni 
Wiconi  Project.  Stock  dams  are  silting  up  everywhere,  wells  are  very  expensive  to  construct,  and  the 
water  quality  firom  those  wells  is  terrible,  resulting  in  high  operation  and  maintenance  costs. 

We  have  another  problem.  Many  of  our  people's  income  level  is  very  low,  well  below  the 
poverty  level.  Our  unemployment  level  as  a  percentage  of  our  population  is  very  high.  We  are 
doing  everything  we  can  to  reverse  both  of  these  numbers.  We  have  developed  a  recreation-hunting- 
fishing  enterprise,  a  new  motel  and  a  new  convention  center.  Our  tribal  construction  company  is 
growing,  and  our  tribal  farm  benefits  a  large  nimiber  of  people.  Because  of  inadequate  funding  from 
Indian  Health  Service,  we  must  rely  upon  the  Mni  Wiconi  Project  to  assure  ourselves  of  a 
permanent,  reliable  and  safe  supply  of  drinking  water  for  all  of  our  people  over  all  of  our 
reservation. 

We  are  pleased  that  Lower  Brule  has  become  a  part  of  the  Mni  Wiconi  Project,  and  we  are 
striving  to  begin  the  construction  of  our  part  of  the  water  system.  We  plan  to  do  significant 
construction  in  fiscal  1997.  We  need  construction  funds  to  accomplish  that  and  to  keep  the  project 
on  schedule. 

We  are  faced  with  a  need  for  decent  water  for  our  people.  Mni  Wiconi  will  fill  that  need. 
We  respectfully  request  your  support  of  the  increase  in  funding  necessary  to  complete  this  project 
in  the  time  frame  set  forth  in  the  Mni  Wiconi  Act,  as  amended. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
MID-DAKOTA  PROJECT 
WITNESS 

KURT   PFEIFLE,   GENERAL   MANAGER,   MID-DAKOTA   RURAL   WATER 
SYSTEM 

Mr.  Myers.  Kurt  Pfeifle,  General  Manager,  Mid-Dakota  Rural 
Water  Systems,  pleased  to  have  you  back. 

Mr.  Pfeifle.  Glad  to  be  back. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record,  and  you  may  proceed  in  the  next  5  minutes  as  you  care. 

Mr.  Pfeifle.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Chairman  Myers,  Ranking  Minority  Member  Bevill,  my  name  is 
Kurt  Pfeifle.  I  am  the  General  Manager  of  the  Mid-Dakota  Project. 
Also  with  me  here  today  is  our  Chairman,  Eugene  Water,  and  one 
of  our  directors,  Don  Olsen,  sitting  in  the  back. 

Before  I  start,  I  certainly  want  to  echo  the  comments  made  by 
our  Representative  Tim  Johnson.  He  was  absolutely  right  when  he 
talked  about  the  graciousness  that  you  have  extended  toward 
South  Dakota  projects  when  we  come  up  here.  South  Dakota 
projects  are  going  to  miss  you  and  this  committee  will  miss  you, 
as  well  as  all  of  Congress.  We  are  losing  two  very  good  leaders. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Pfeifle.  Today,  I  am  here  on  behalf  of  over  30,000  people 
who  will  receive  good  quality  drinking  water  from  our  project, 
many  for  the  first  times  in  their  lives.  We  are  seeking  your  support 
for  an  appropriation  of  $29,686  million  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

The  need  for  good  quality  water  in  central  South  Dakota  has 
been  well-documented  and  does  not  need  to  be  revisited  during  this 
hearing.  Recognizing  the  need  for  quality  water.  Congress  author- 
ized the  Mid-Dakota  Project  in  October  of  1992.  The  financial  pack- 
age included  an  $85  million  grant  and  a  $15  million  loan.  In  addi- 
tion, the  State  of  South  Dakota  committed  $8.4  million  in  grants 
and  several  other  entities  have  provided  about  half  a  million  dol- 
lars in  support. 

Future  water  users  have  contributed  over  $1.2  million  in  hook- 
up fees  and  will  pay  $2.8  million  per  year  in  water  service  fees  to 
operate  the  system  and  repay  the  loan.  It  is  important  to  note  that 
over  21  percent  of  the  total  project  development  costs  and  all  of  the 
operational  and  maintenance  costs  will  be  funded  from  sources  of 
a  Federal  grant. 

Your  support  will  help  people  who  have  expressed  by  pledging 
their  own  resources,  a  desire  to  help  themselves.  This  committee 
has  recognized  the  Mid-Dakota  Project  as  a  bona  fide  project  since 
fiscal  year  1994.  Through  your  efforts.  Congress  appropriated  $2 
million  for  Mid-Dakota  in  1994;  $4  million  in  1995  and  $11.5  mil- 
lion in  1996.  With  these  monies  and  over  $6.3  million  in  previously 
appropriated  State  funds,  we  have  been  able  to  make  substantial 
progress  on  the  construction  of  our  water  intake  which  is  currently 
at  the  87  percent  completion  level  and  on  target  for  a  completion 
date  of  April  26th. 
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The  water  treatment  plant  is  currently  at  the  65  percent  comple- 
tion level  and  should  be  substantially  complete  by  October  1st  of 
1996.  In  our  raw  waterline,  linking  those  two  facilities  is  in-ground 
and  ready  for  operation. 

Of  these  three  components  only  the  water  treatment  plant  will 
require  further  funding  in  fiscal  year  1997.  We  will  need  approxi- 
mately $105,000  to  close  that  contract.  The  intake  and  the  treat- 
ment plant  rising  out  of  the  prairie  has  given  hope  to  the  people 
in  South  Dakota  and  raised  their  confidence  level  that  the  Federal 
Government  will  see  this  project  through. 

On  March  14th,  mid  Dakota  will  be  opening  bids  for  two  more 
major  contracts,  contracts  numbered  3-1-B  and  C  will  provide  for 
the  emplacement  of  nearly  43  miles  of  large  diameter  ductile  iron 
or  steel  pipeline.  The  pipeline  will  run  fi'om  the  water  treatment 
plant  to  the  Highmore  water  storage  tank  and  we  also  have  a 
schedule  to  bid — set  a  bid  opening  for  the  Highmore  water  storage 
tank  on  March  28th. 

Funding  and  completion  of  these  three  project  components,  the 
two  pipeline  contracts  and  the  water  storage  facility,  will  provide 
the  project  with  the  hydraulically  operable  portion  of  the  rural 
water  system.  Completion  is  critical  in  order  to  perform  tests  of 
water  treatment  plant  equipment,  search  control  system  and  high 
service  pumps  so  that  we  can  close  that  contract  out. 

The  balance  of  our  request  is  for  the  construction  of  some  of  our 
rural  service  areas.  We  have  six  rural  service  areas  that  we  are 
looking  to  get  under  way  and  we  feel  that  those  six  service  areas 
are  needed  so  that  we  can  have  what  I  will  call  the  critical  mass 
of  enough  users  connected  to  our  systems  to  actually  justify  the 
start-up  and  operation  of  a  9-milhon-gallon-a-day  treatment  plant. 
So  it  is  absolutely  necessary  that  we  get  some  users  on  board  and 
start  serving  water  so  we  can  collect  some  revenue. 

With  that,  I  am  going  to  cut  my  comments  short  and  get  you 
back  on  track. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you  very  much  for  your  fine  testimony. 
Good  to  see  both  of  you  again. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Pfeifle.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Pfeifle  follows:] 
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PREPARED  STATEMENT  BY 


KURT  PFEIFLE 
GENERAL  MANAGER 

P.L.  102-575 

MID-DAKOTA  RURAL  WATER  SYSTEM,  INC. 

P.O.  BOX  318  4  MILLER,  SOUTH  DAKOTA  4  57362-0318 

(605)  853-3159 


BEFORE  THE 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
OF  THE  U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 


Honorable  John  Meyers,  Chairman 


ROOM  2362,  RAYBURN  HOUSE  OiTICE  BUILDING 
MARCH  5, 19% 
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TESTIMONY  OF  KURT  PFEIFLE 

BEFORE  THE 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEE 

U.  S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

MARCH  5, 1996 


FY  1997  FUNDESG  REQUEST: 

Chairman  Meyers,  Ranking  Minority  Member  BevilL,  distinguished  committee  members.  The  Mid-Dakota  Rural 
Water  System  respectfully  requests  fourth  year  construction  fimding  for  the  Project  in  the  amount  of  MO.  307  million 
as  follows:  ^^-Afii 

CASH  FLOW  REQUIREMENTS  FY  1997: 


Contract 

Cost 

FY 

Project  Feature 

Nnmber 

($1,000) 

1997 

Oahe  Water  Treatment  Plant 

2-1 

10,115 

105 

Main  Pipeline  to  Blunt,  SD 

3-lB 

7,823 

6,073 

Main  Pipeline  to  Highmote  WST 

3-lC 

5,439 

4,189 

Canning  Distribution  Sys. 

4-lA 

7,335 

6,234 

Okabojo  Distribution  Sys. 

■ 

" 

" 

Highmore  West  Distribution  Sys. 

* 

" 

* 

Onida  Distribution  Sys. 

* 

" 

" 

Agar  Distribution  Sys. 

4-lB 

7,040 

5,984 

Gettysburg  Distribution  Sys. 

" 

" 

" 

Highmore  Tower 

5-1 

1,400 

1,100 

Onida  Tower 

5-2 

423 

423 

Okabojo  Tank 

" 

108 

108 

Agar  Tower 

5-3 

353 

353 

Gettysburg  Tank 

" 

668 

668 

Control  System 

4-1A&B 

178 

O  &  M  Center  &  Equipment 

106 

Town  System  Improvements 

4-1A&B 

150 

Subtotal  Construction  RWS 

Other  CistRWS 

Total  Poject  Costs  RWS 

Federal  Appropriations  RWS 

Non-Federal  RWS 

Wetland  Component 

Total  Federal  Appropriatioii 


25,671 
4,000 


The  State  of  South  Dakota  has  again  demonstrated  its  strong  support  for  the  Mid-Dakota  project  The  Legislature 
appropriated  another  $1.0  million  to  the  Project  in  this  legislative  session.  Bringing  the  total  appropriated  by  the 
State  to  over  $7  million. 
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RECAP  OF  PREVIOUS  FUNDING: 

The  Mid-Dakota  project  was  authorized  in  October  1992,  under  Public  Law  (PL)  102-575.  The  financial  package 
authorized  for  the  Rural  Water  System  component  included  an  $85  million  grant,  and  a  $15  million  loan.  (The  loan 
bears  interest  equal  to  the  government's  cost  of  borrowing.)  The  State  of  South  Dakota  has  also  committed  $8.4 
million  in  grants  as  their  contribution  to  the  project.  Please  note  that  over  21  percent  of  the  project  will  be  fimded 
through  sources  other  than  federal  grants  and  all  Operation  and  Maintenance  costs  will  be  paid  by  the  water  users. 
Operation  and  Maintenance  costs  of  the  Wetland  Componant  will  be  paid  using  an  armual  appropriation  from  the 
federal  goverrtment  in  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

In  fact,  an  agreement  for  repayment  of  loan  funds  to  the  federal  government  endorsed  by  Mid-Dakota  and  the  U.S. 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  would  provide  for  repayment  of  federal  fimds  at  or  above  the  15  percent  level  currently 
authorized  by  the  federal  government. 

Mid-Dakota  wishes  to  thank  this  committee  for  its  support  over  the  past  three  years.  In  FY  1994,  Mid-Dakota 
received  $2.0  million  in  federal  funding,  which  was  subsequently  reduced  to  $1.5  million  through  underlinancing. 
In  FY  1995,  we  received  a  $4.0  million  appropriation.  The  amount  was  reduced  through  underfinancing,  to  $3.6 
million.  In  FY  1996.  we  received  an  $1 1.5  million  appropriation.  Again,  this  amount  was  reduced  through 
underfinancing,  to  $10  902  million.  However  with  these  monies  and  funds  appropriated  by  the  State  of  South 
Dakota,  we  have  been  able  to  make  a  substantial  start  on  project  construction; 

HISTORICAL  AND  CURRENT  nSCAL  YEAR  CASH  FLOWS: 


Project  Feature 


Contract  Cost  FY  93 

Number        ($1,000)       &  before 


FY 

94 


FY 

95 


FY 

96 


Oahe  Intake  &  Pump  Station 

Oahe  Water  Treatment  Plant 

Raw  Water  Pipeline 

Main  Pipeline  to  Blunt,  SD 

Main  Pipeline  to  Highmore  WST 

Canning  Distribution  Sys. 

Okabojo  Distribution  Sys. 

Highmore  West  Distribution  Sys. 

Onida  Distribution  Sys. 

A :-■■  Distribution  Sys. 

C .  .ysburg  Distribution  Sys. 

Highmore  Tower 

Onida  Tower 

Okabojo  Tank 

Agar  Tower 

Gettysburg  Tank 

Control  System 

O  &  M  Center  &  Equipment 

Town  System  Improvements 

Subtotal  Construction  RWS 

Other  Cost  RWS 

Total  Project  Costs  RWS 

Federal  Appropriations  RWS 

Non-Federal  RV/S 

Wetland  Component 

Total  Federal  Appropriation 


1-1 

2-1 

3-lA 

3-lB 

3-lC 

4-IA 


3,883 
10,110 
1,550 
7,741 
5,468 
7,702 


168 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


2,397 

3,846 

558 

0 

0 

0 


1.318 
6,164 
992 
1.750 
1.250 
0 


5-1 

1,400 

0 

0 

0 

300 

5-2 

423 

0 

0 

0 

0 

" 

250 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5-3 

353 

0 

0 

0 

0 

" 

668 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4-1A&B 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25 

32 

21 

4-1A&B 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

193 

6,833 

11,795 

1.814 

1.608 

1,180 

2,098 

1.814 

1.801 

8.013 

13,893 

0 

1,500 

3.500 

10,770 

1.814 

301 

4,513 

3,123 

0 

0 

100 

132 

0 

1,500 

3,600 

10,902 

FY  1996  was  the  first  year  in  which  Mid-Dakota  received  the  administration's  budget  support.  It  is  our 
understanding  that  the  administration,  through  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  continues  its  support  for  the 
construction  of  the  Mid-Dakota  project. 
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To  date  the  State  of  South  Dakota  has  provided  $6.37  million  towards  the  development  of  the  Mid-Dakota  project 
(not  including  $1.0  million  appropriated  this  legislative  session).  This  total  includes  $100,000  in  1988,  $50,000  in 
1989,  75,000  in  1990,  145,000  in  1991,  $1.5  million  in  1992,  $2.5  million  in  1993,  $1.0  million  in  1994  and  $1.0 
million  in  1995  (actual  appropriations  do  not  necessarily  correspond  to  amount  expended  in  a  particular  fiscal  year). 
The  state  funds,  combined  with  local  fiinds  and  user  fees,  were  used  to  complete  planning,  environmental  and 
engineering  work  to  the  point  that  in-the-ground  project  construction  could  commence  the  very  first  year  of  federal 
appropriation  (FY  1994). 

3.  PROGRESS  AND  NEED  FOR  FY  1997  FUNDING: 

Elements  of  the  Mid-Dakota  project  have  been  built  (or  are  being  built)  utilizing  federal  and  state  fiinding  sources  in 
anticipation  of  water  deliveries  beginning  in  calendar  year  1997.  Contracts  that  are  under  construction  or  will  be 
awarded  this  fiscal  year,  in  order  of  priority  are  as  follows: 

O  Contract  1-1:  Oahe  Intake  and  Pomp  Station.  Construction  is  currently  underway.  This  contract  was 

awarded  in  August  1994  to  Industrial  Builders,  Inc.,  of  Fargo,  N.D.,  for  a  bid  price  of  $3,958  million.    The 
contract  is  more  than  86  percent  complete  and  on  schedule  for  an  April  19%,  completion.  The  Oahe  Intake 
and  Pump  Station  when  complete  will  draw  raw  water  from  the  Missouri  River  and  pump  the  water  to  the 
Water  Treatment  Plant  for  processing. 

®  Contract  3-lA:  Raw  Water  Pipeline.  Construction  is  currently  underway.  This  contract  was  awarded  in 

June  1995  to  Larry's  Inc.,  of  Gillette,  WY,  for  a  bid  price  of  $1,737  million.  The  contraa  is  more  than  96 
percent  complete  and  is  anticipated  to  be  finished  in  the  near  future.  This  contract  consists  of 
approximately  four  miles  of  30"  diameter  ductile  iron  pipe  and  roughly  the  same  distance  of  various  sizes  of 
PVC  (plastic)  pipe.  Nearly  one  and  one  half  miles  of  12"  PVC  pipe  was  put  in  place  for  raw  water 
deliveries  to  the  Hyde  Waterfowl  Production  Area  (part  of  the  Mid-Dakota  Wetland  Enhancement 
Component). 

Contracts  l-l  and  3-lA  are  scheduled  to  be  complete  in  the  current  federal  fiscal  year  and  do  not  require 
additional  fiinding  fiom  federal  or  state  sources. 

O  Contract  2-1:  Oahe  Water  Treatment  Plant  Construction  is  currently  underway.  This  contract  was 

awarded  October  1994  to  John  T.  Jones  Construction  Co.,  Fargo,  N.D.,  for  a  bid  price  of  $9,920  million. 
This  contract  is  over  63  percent  complete  and  on  schedule  for  a  September  1996,  completion  (except  for 
work  which  cannot  be  completed  untill  other  contracts  are  in  place).  An  additional  $105,000  is  requested 
for  construction  purposes  in  FY  1997. 

O  Contract  3-lB:  Treated  Water  Main  Pipeline:  Bid  opening  is  scheduled  for  March  14,  1996  for  this 

contraa.  Mid-Dakota  has  budgeted  $7,823  million  for  the  construction  of  this  section  of  main  pipeline. 
We  anticipate  contractor  earnings  of  1.75  million  in  FY  1996.  The  Project  will  require  an  appropriation  of 
$6,073  million  in  FY  1997  to  complete  the  contract. 

O  Contract  3-lC:  Treated  Water  Main  Pipeline:  Bid  opening  is  scheduled  for  March  14,  1996  for  this 

contract  Mid-Dakota  has  budgeted  $5,439  million  for  the  construction  of  this  section  of  main  pipeline. 
We  anticipate  contractor  earnings  of  1 .25  million  in  FY  1996.  The  Project  will  require  an  appropriation  of 
S4.189  million  in  FY  1997  to  complete  the  contract 

O  Contract  S-1:  Highmore  Water  Storage  Tank:  Bid  opening  is  scheduled  for  March  1996,  for  this 

contract.  Mid-Dakota  has  budgeted  $1.4  million  for  the  construction  of  this  contract.  We  anticipate 
contractor  earnings  of$300,000  in  FY  1996.  TheProject  will  require  an  appropriation  of  $1.1  million  in 
FY  1997  to  complete  the  contract 

Funding  for  contracts  2-1,  3-lB,  3-lC  £  S-1  is  absolutely  necessary  in  order  to  continue  and  complete  contracts 
awarded  or  otherwise  under  construction  in  FY  1996.  SI 3.5  million  is  required  to  complete  the  contracts  in  FY 
1997  (including  administration,  engineering,  inspection,  contingencies  etc.)  and  keep  the  Project  out  of  a  default 
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situation.   Completion  of  contracts  3-IB,  3-lC  and  S-1  are  critical  in  order  to  perform  tests  of  the  water  treatment 
equipment,  surge  control  system  and  high  service  pumps  so  that  Contract  2-1  can  progress  toward  close  out 
Completion  of  these  contracts  only,  tvill  not  provide  for  the  delivery  of  water  to  any  users. 

O  Contracts  4-lA  &  5-2:  Canning,  Okobojo,  Highraore  West  and  Onida  Senice  Areas  (4-lA)  and 

Okobojo  and  Onida  water  storage  tanks  (5-2):  Bid  opening  is  scheduled  for  August  1996    Mid-Dakota 
has  budgeted  $7,335  million  for  the  construction  of  contract  4-1 A  and  $53 1,000  for  contract  5-2    We 
anticipate  contractor  eanungs  of  S6.234  million  for  contract  4-1 A  and  $531,000  for  contract  5-2  in  FY 
1997. 

Funding  for  contracts  .1-1 A  and  5-2  is  crucial    With  construction  of  contracts  1-1,  2-1,  3-lA,  3-lB,  3-lC  and  S-1 
Mid-Dakota  will  have  a  hydraulically  operable  portion  of  the  project  complete  but  with  nmvhere  to  deliver  water 
produced.  Funding  for  contracts  4-1 A  and  5-2  provides  for  "critical  mass"  needed  to  provide  enough  users  to 
allow  the  start  up  of  our  water  treatment  plant  $21. 750  million  is  required  for  completion  of  contracts  2-1,  3-lB, 
3-lC,  5-1  and  5-2  and  for  adequate  progress  on  contract  4-1 A  (including  administration,  engineering,  inspection 
etc).   Water  Treatement  Plant  start  up  and  operator  training  need  to  be  completed  for  contract  close  out.  if  we 
can  not  start  up  and  operate  the  water  treatment  plant,  what  is  left  of  our  equipment  warranties  will  run  out 
before  we  get  the  bugs  worked  out   We  will  also  be  incurring  utility  and  insurance  expenses  on  the  plant 
Although  adequate,  this  level  of  funding  is  not  enough  to  overcome  the  lag  in  construction  progress  created  by 
three  prior  years  of  insufficient  funding. 

©  Contract  4-lB  &  5-3:  Agar  and  Gettjsburg  Service  Areas  (4-lB)  and  water  storage  tanks  (5-3).  Bid 

opening  is  scheduled  for  August  1996    Mid-Dakota  has  budgeted  $  7  040  million  for  the  construction  of 
contrart  4-lBand$1.021  million  forcontraa  5-3    We  anticipate  contractor  earnings  of  $5,984  million  for 
contract  4-lB  and  S1.021  million  for  contract  5-3  in  FY  1997. 

©  Other  FY  1997  Construction  and  Project  Costs.  Mid-Dakota  is  requesting  an  additional  S4.0  million  in 

Other  Project  Costs.  Other  Project  Costs  include  but  are  not  necessarily  limited  to,  Engineering.  Inspection. 
Legal,  Administration,  US  Bureau  of  Reclamation  oversight,  and  contingencies.  Additionally  $434,000  is 
requested  for  expenditures  anticipated  for  the  O  &  M  Center  &  Equipment,  Town  s>stem  improvements  and 
the  Control  system.  It  is  anticipated  that  a  significant  portion  of  the  contingency  budget  will  be  spent 
hooking  up  additional  users  who  have  not  yet  contracted  for  water.  Experience  on  other  rural  water  systems 
has  shown  that  once  an  actual  bid  dale  for  construction  of  a  given  service  area  is  announced,  additional 
users  will  contract  for  service   Finally,  $15,000  is  requested  for  operating  costs  of  the  Hyde  WPA. 

With  the  construction  of  contracts  4-1 B  and  5-3,  in  addition  to  preceding  contracts,  Mid-Dakota  would  be  in  the 
position  to  begin  water  service  to  eight  rural  communities,  856  individual  rural  connections  serving  a  population 
of  approximately  5, 712  and  approximately  44,000  livestock  units  (Hogs,  sheep,  caws).  Of  course  the  more  users 
we  can  connect  on  to  the  System  the  greater  the  chance  of  operating  the  System  (water  treatment  and  delivery)  in 
the  black.  $29.686  million  is  required  for  completion  of  contracts  2-1,  3-lB,  3-lC,  5-1,  5-2  and  5-3  and  for 
adequate  progress  on  contract  4-1 A  and  4-lB  fmcluding  administration,  engineering,  inspection  etc.) 

4.  ADDITIONAL  FACTORS  FOR  CONSIDERATION: 

4  Mid-Dakota  has  completed  all  pre-construction  requirements 

*  We  continue  to  seek  and  acquire  easements  and  sites  for  project  facilities.  It  is  important  to  note  that 
easements  are  being  obtained  from  private  land  owners  without  charge. 

*  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water  is  considered  a  high-priority  project  by  the  South  Dakota  Department  of 
Environment  &  Namral  Resources  and  is  listed  in  the  late  Governor  Mickelson's  Water  Initiative  in 
the  "Short-term"  category. 

*  Mid-Dakota  continues  to  receive  strong  support  and  a  high-  ranking  priority  in  Governor  Janklow's 
Administration. 
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A  A  unique  pFOvision  included  with  Mid-Dakota's  authorization  is  a  Wetland  Development  and  Enhancement 

Component  In  conjunction  with  various  federal,  state  and  local  agencies,  the  Mid-Dakota  sponsors  put 
together  a  proposal  that  will  enhance,  restore,  create  and  maintain  wetland  areas.  The  use  of  both  treated 
and  untreated  Missouri  Rrver  water  is  envisioned  to  enhance  existing  wetland  acres.  Land  acquisition 
adjacent  to  e.xisting  wetlands  and  development  of  construrted  wetlands  using  waste  water  are  also 
authorized.  Facilities  for  delivery  of  water  to  the  Hyde  Waterfowl  Production  Area  are  nearing  completion 
will  be  operable  in  time  for  the  1997  and  possibly  1996  brood  rearing  season(s).  $15,000  is  requested  for 
Operating  costs  of  the  Hyde  WPA  pursuant  to  P.L.  102-575. 

*  The  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water  System  represents  a  contemporary  water  project  designed  to  alleviate  a 

regional  water  supply  problem.  The  project  has  been  developed  due  to  the  cooperation  of  a  diverse  group  of 
interests  that  include,  but  are  not  limited  to  the  local  residents,  state  and  federal  officials,  water  interests, 
public  power  interests  aivl  wildlife  groups.  All  these  groups  may  seem  to  have  different  interests,  but  to 
survive  in  rural  American  in  the  90's,  we  must  learn  to  compromise  a  little  and  recogruze  and  accommodate 
the  other  person's  needs.  This  can  be  seen  in  the  agreement  that  was  reached  between  Mid- West  Electric 
Consumers  Coop.,  and  the  Mid-Dakota  project  Under  the  agreement,  the  project  will  utilize  Pick-Sloan 
pumping  power  for  six  months  of  the  year. 

CLOSING: 

In  conclusion,  we  ask  this  committee  to  cotUinue  its  strong  support  of  the  Mid-Dakota  rural  Water  System.  We 
understand  and  approve  of  the  constraints  being  placed  on  federal  spending,  with  a  view  toward  balancing  the 
budget.  However,  with  project  construction  imderway,  it  is  vital  that  we  receive  a  level  of  funding  which  will  allow 
us  to  honor  contracts  in  progress  and  provide  sufiicient  user  connections  to  allow  start  up  of  our  water  treatment 
plant.  Insufficient  federal  fimding  may  lead  to  de&ult  on  one  or  more  of  these  contracts  and  further  delay  water 
deliveries.  The  result  would  be  loss  of  jobs  and  contractor  renKjbilization  at  a  later  date,  which  would  be  expensive 
for  us  and  for  the  U.S.  Government 

May  we  also  point  out  that  Mid-D^ota  is  a  national  project  in  every  sense  of  the  word.  Our  state  is  blessed  with 
many  things;  however,  industrial  resources  are  not  one  of  them.  Conservatively,  over  60%  of  the  project  funds  will 
be  spent  out  of  State.  Ductile  iron  and  steel  pipe,  meters,  valves  and  PVC  pipe  and  resin  are  being  purchased  from 
states  like  Alabama,  Indiana,  Texas  and  Louisiana.  We  have  contractors  from  North  Dakota,  and  Wyoming  as  well 
as  Subcontractors  from  the  state  of  Washington,  Wisconsin  and  Kansas:  I  could  go  on.  The  point  is,  Mid-Dakota 
will  ha\'e  a  ripple  effect  which  will  be  felt  nationwide. 

Mid-Dakota  has  entered  into  a  unique  partnership  with  the  fialeral  government  The  private  sector  is  plaruiing  and 
constructing  this  project  with  oversight  fiom  the  USER.  This  partnership  has  worked  very  well,  as  has  been 
demonstrated  in  that  so  bi,  construction  underway  is  progressing  a  little  ahead  of  schedule  and  a  little  under 
budget  The  value  of  this  kind  of  partnership  has  also  been  demonstrated  with  the  completion  of  the  highly 
successfiil  WEB  Water  Project,  which  is  operating  without  federal  assistance  and  is  repaying  its  federal  construction 
loan  on  schedule,  since  its  completioa  in  1991. 

Now  that  construction  is  well  under  way,  it  is  important  to  the  people  we  will  eventually  serve,  and  we  hope  its  is 
equally  as  important  to  Congress,  that  Mid-Dakota  be  in  a  position  to  deliver  water  as  quickly  as  possible.  This 
would  be  the  most  e£Bcient  use  (rf'  the  federal  and  state  monies  which  have  alieady  been  committed. 

Please  help  us  deliver  that  water  soon,  by  approving  the  fiill  $39:9^  million  appropriation  we  are  seeking  for  FY 
1997.  Thank  you  very  much  ''^tfC 


■awonmuNACtwMromTJMx: 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
PORTS  AND  WATERWAYS 

WITNESS 
JAMES  W.   BEAN,   PRESmENT,   BEAN   DREDGING   CORPORATION  OF 
BELLE  CHASE,  LOUISIANA 

Mr.  Myers.  We  will  now  hear  from  the  Dredging  Contractors  of 
America.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record.  You 
may  proceed  as  you  like  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Bean.  Thank  you  very  much. 

My  name  is  Jim  Bean  and  I  am  President  of  Bean  Dredging  Cor- 
poration in  New  Orleans,  Louisiana.  I  am  testifying  today  on  behalf 
of  the  Dredging  Contractors  of  America. 

The  U.S.  dredging  industry  is  grateful  for  the  long  and  distin- 
guished leadership  of  this  subcommittee.  The  projects  and  pro- 
grams funded  by  your  work  have  provided  the  underpinnings  for 
our  economy  and  will  stand  as  a  lasting  testament  to  your  fore- 
sight. We  consider  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  you,  Mr.  Bevill,  as  our 
long-time  friends  and  we  wish  both  of  you  all  the  best  in  your  re- 
tirement from  elected  public  service. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bean.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  dredging  industry  is — carries  out 
work  of  approximately  $540  million  a  year  and  hires  about  12,000 
skilled  workers  nationwide.  The  nationally  important  port  and  wa- 
terway improvement  and  shore  protection  projects  considered  by 
this  subcommittee  result  in  observable  and  documented  benefits  to 
the  economy  at  every  level.  Dredging  provides  basic  economic  infra- 
structure. 

We  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  share  with  you  our  bro- 
chure describing  our  products,  entitled  "Saves" — "Who  Saves  When 
America  Invests  in  Beaches,  Waterways,  Wetland  and  Ports,"  and 
I  would  like  for  you  to  look  that  over. 

Mr.  Bean.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  will  come  as  no  surprise  to  you  that 
DCA  strongly  opposes  the  administration's  plans  to  abandon  small 
ports  and  Federal  shore  protection  programs.  All  the  projects  rou- 
tinely maintained  by  the  Corps  provide  basic  economic  support  or 
for  our  citizens.  The  essentially  flat  O&M  account  works  in  practice 
to  ensure  that  every  maintained  project  has  risen  high  on  the  pri- 
ority list.  There  are  numerous  authorized  projects  across  the  coun- 
try that  are  not  maintained  because  of  the  tight  budget  constraint. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Corps  provides  enormous  economies  of  scale 
in  managing  the  dredging  programs  of  the  Nation.  Dredging  is  an 
activity  for  which  the  State  and  local  government  rarely,  if  ever, 
maintain  an  engineering  capability.  By  contrast,  the  Corps  admin- 
isters this  complex  program  with  fairness  and  with  substantial  con- 
sistency around  the  country.  It  procures  or  services  on  a  national 
basis,  ensuring  as  much  contractor  competition  as  possible. 

It  makes  no  sense  to  recreate  such  a  specialized  expertise  at 
lower  levels  of  government.  In  fact,  sending  this  responsibility  to 
the  State  and  local  governments  will  decrease  overall  efficiency  and 
could  be  considered  an  unfunded  mandate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  also  an  urgent  need  in  the  1996  supple- 
mental appropriations.  Several  Corps'  districts  are  running  out  of 
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funds,  due  in  major  part  to  the  national  disaster  relief  the  Corps 
has  been  forced  to  fund  out  of  the  regular  accounts.  We  know  there 
is  a  need  in  fiscal  1996  for  $5.5  million  more  for  Texas  ports  and 
waterways,  $10  million  more  for  Ports  in  Jacksonville,  Canaveral, 
and  Tampa,  and  $2  million  for  the  busy  Athafalaya  Basin  in  Lou- 
isiana. The  Savannah  District  will  be  out  of  funds  to  maintain  a 
huge  port  in  Savannah  by  the  end  of  next  month.  The  President 
recently  said  he  was  going  to  seek  a  supplemental  appropriations 
bill  to  help  pay  for  flood  relief.  We  hope  that  you  will  urge  your 
colleagues  to  support  that  effort  and  in  so  doing  restore  the  Corps' 
accounts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  size  of  ships  trading  in  the  world  marketplace 
continues  to  grow,  pushing  the  limits  of  America's  major  seaports. 
One  of  the  largest  world  shipowners  recently  christened  a  container 
ship  that  cannot,  fiiUy  loaded,  call  on  any  port  north  of  the  Panama 
Canal.  There  are  11  more  ships  Uke  that  in  the  pipeline.  Due  to 
this  trend,  ports  are  asking  the  Corps  to  at  least  msiintain  the  au- 
thorized Federal  channels  while  planning  is  under  way  to  deepen 
the  ports  where  it  becomes  economically  justifiable. 

Last  year,  this  subconunittee's  report  language  instructed  the 
Corps  to  take  a  more  aggressive  approach  to  the  Lower  Mississippi 
River  maintenance.  This  language  has  been  helpful  in  raising  the 
consciousness  in  the  Corps'  district.  Similar  language  should  be 
considered  for  all  the  major  seaports  so  that  an  aggressive,  ad- 
vanced maintenance  mentality  becomes  standard  operating  proce- 
dure. We  urge  you  to  look  favorably  on  the  O&M  request  and  to 
increase  the  request  for  the  stated  purpose  of  port  maintenance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  shortage  of  sand  for  beach  nourishment  work 
in  South  Florida,  Broward  and  Dade  counties  has  become  a  serious 
problem.  We  are  working  with  the  State  of  Florida  to  assist  them 
in  encouraging  you  to  fimd  additional  sand  investigations  there. 

We  are  concerned  about  the  cuts  in  the  research  programs  of  the 
Corps.  We  think  there  is  a  lot  of  work  to  be  done  in  the  environ- 
mental research  area. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  would  like  your  continued  efforts  to 
support  the  original  intent  of  Congress  to  reduce  the  utilization  of 
the  Corps'  minimum  fleet.  In  practice,  what  has  happened  is  the 
private  sector  is  allowed  to  bid  on  the  work  once  the  set-aside  work 
for  the  Corps  plant  has  been  put  in  place.  In  effect,  we  are  being 
the  emergency  or  back-up  for  the  Corps'  dredges  and  we  think  that 
should  be  reversed. 

Four  years  ago,  this  committee  was  approached,  and  you  all 
helped  us  with  that  problem,  and  we  have  a  plan  that  we  are  work- 
ing with  the  Corps  and  other  parts  of  Congress  to  help  with  that 
situation. 

Property  dredge  owners  are  ready,  willing  and  able  to  respond  to 
the  demands  of  the  marketplace  and  we  are  asking  Congress  to 
help  us  create  the  conditions  to  succeed.  Solving  our  problem  this 
way  will  also  help  you  find  resources  to  fund  other  needed  projects 
for  budgetary  savings. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  time  and  attention. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Bean.  Thank  you  for  your 
very  fine  statement. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Bean  follows:] 
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Statement  of 

James  W.  Bean 

President 

Bean  Dredging  Company 

on  behalf  of  the 

Dredging  Contractors  of  America 

before  the 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

of  the 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

May  5, 1996 

Good  afternoon.  My  name  is  Jim  Bean.  I  am  President  of  Bean  Dredging 
Corporation  of  Belle  Chase,  Louisiana.  I  am  testifying  today  on  behalf  of  the 
Dredging  Contractors  of  America,  the  national  trade  association  of  the  U.S. 
dredging  industry.  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  once  again  share  our  views  on 
the  future  of  the  Nation's  civil  engineering  programs.  The  dredging  industry  is 
grateftd  for  the  long  and  distinguished  leadership  of  this  Subcommittee.  The 
projects  and  programs  funded  by  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  bill  have 
provided  the  imderpinnings  of  our  economy  and  will  stand  as  a  lasting  testament  to 
your  foresight  and  determination.  We  consider  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill, 
to  be  our  long  time  firiends  and  we  wish  both  of  you  all  the  best  in  your  retirement 
from  elected  pubhc  service. 

Mr.  Chairman,  DCA's  members  together  compete  for  approximately  75 
percent  of  the  construction  and  maintenance  dredging  contracts  advertised  for 
competitive  bid  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps).  Our  members  also 
accomplish  all  of  the  private  sector  seagoing  hopper  dredge  work  allowed  to  be 
xmdertaken  for  the  government  by  the  private  sector.  An  essential  component  of 
the  nation's  maritime  industrial  base,  the  entire  market  for  the  U.S.  dredging 
industry  is  worth  approximately  $540  million  per  year  --  a  modest  investment  in 
hght  of  the  huge  returns  to  the  economy.  The  federal  government  is  by  far  our 
largest  customer.  As  a  direct  result  of  your  investment,  approximately  12,000 
skilled  workers  nationwide  are  employed  by  our  industry. 

The  nationally  important  port  and  waterway  improvements  and  beach 
restoration  projects  that  are  considered  by  this  Subcommittee  result  in  observable 
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and  documented  benefits  to  the  economy  at  every  leveL  On  any  casual  visit  to  our 
busy  ports  and  renourished  beaches,  it  is  clearly  evident  that  these  investments  are 
paying  substantial  dividends.    The  process  itself  is  relatively  invisible  to  the  public, 
but  dredging  provides  basic  economic  infrastructure.  We  would  like  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  share  with  you  DCA's  new  brochure  descnbing  our  products  entitled 
"Who  Saves  When  America  Invests  in  Beaches,  Waterways,  Wetlands  and  Ports.' 

Mr.  Chairman,  although  water  transportation  will  always  be  the  most 
economical  and  environmentally  fidendly  mode  of  transportation,  and  beaches  the 
nation's  number  one  vacation  destination,  the  decline  in  overall  demand  for  our 
services  and  the  continued  use  of  less  efficient  government  dredges  have  left  our 
companies  struggling  to  survive.  In  the  last  six  years,  four  of  DCA's  former 
members  were  forced  out  of  business  due  in  large  part  to  the  lack  of  sufficient 
business  to  sustain  them.  With  the  exception  of  a  handful  of  port  improvements 
now  underway,  maintenance  dredging  constitutes  the  bulk  of  our  work.  Even 
maintenance  dredging  has  come  to  a  halt  in  some  areas.  It  will  come  as  no  surprise 
to  you  that  DCA  strongly  opposes  the  Administration's  plans  to  abandon  small 
ports  and  the  federal  shoreline  protection  program.  While  some  may  not  see 
obvious  national  benefits,  certainly  a  subjective  assessment  in  any  respect,  all  of 
the  projects  that  are  routinely  maintained  by  the  Corps  provide  basic  economic 
support  for  our  citizens.  In  fact,  the  essentially  flat  operations  and  maintenance 
account  works  in  practice  to  ensure  that  every  maintained  project  has  risen  high  on 
the  priority  list.  There  are  niimerous  Congressionally  authorized  projects  across 
the  country  that  are  not  maintained  because  of  the  t^t  budget  constraint. 

One  thing  we  know,  however:  the  Corps  provides  enormous  economies  of 
scale  in  managing  the  Nation's  dredging  services.  Knowing  that  there  is  always 
room  for  improvement,  the  Corps  imderstands  the  unique  marine  construction 
activity  called  dredging.  It  is  an  activity  for  which  state  and  local  government 
rarely,  if  ever,  maintain  an  engineering  capability.  By  contrast,  the  Corps 
administers  this  complex  contracting  program  with  fairness  and  with  substantial 
consistency  around  the  country.  The  Corps  procures  our  services  on  a  national 
basis  and  thereby  encourages  as  much  contractor  competition  as  possible.  It  makes 
no  sense  to  recreate  such  a  specialized  expertise  in  every  state  or  even  local 
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government.  In  fact,  sending  this  responsibility  to  state  and  local  governments  wUl 
decrease  overall  efficiency  and  could  be  considered  an  'unfunded  mandate.'  Our 
ability  to  compete  as  a  nation  in  very  tough  international  markets  would  be 
diffused  and  diluted. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  also  an  urgent  need  for  a  1996  supplemental 
appropriations  bill.  Several  Corps  districts  are  running  out  of  funds  due,  at  least  in 
major  part,  to  the  national  disaster  rehef  the  Corps  has  been  forced  to  fund  out  of 
regular  accounts.  In  conversations  we  have  had  with  some  of  the  districts,  we  know 
there  is  a  need  this  year,  1996,  for  $5.5  million  more  for  Texas  ports  and 
waterways,  $10  million  more  for  ports  in  Jacksonville,  Canaveral,  and  Tampa,  and 
$2  million  more  for  the  busy  Atchafalaya  Basin  in  Louisiana.  The  Savannah 
District  will  be  out  of  funds  to  maintain  the  huge  container  port  in  Savannah  by  the 
end  of  next  month.  When  visiting  the  flood  devastation  in  Oregon  recently,  the 
President  said  he  was  going  to  seek  a  supplemental  appropriations  bill  to  help  pay 
for  the  damages.  We  hope  that  you  will  support  that  effort  and  in  so  doing  restore 
the  1996  Corps'  accovints.  We  also  hope  that  you  wiU  share  the  urgency  with  your 
colleagues. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  size  of  ships  trading  in  the  world  marketplace  continues 
to  grow,  pushing  the  limits  of  America's  major  seaports.  One  of  the  largest  world 
carriers  has  recently  christened  a  container  ship  that,  when  fuUy  loaded,  can  not 
call  on  any  port  this  side  of  the  Panama  Canal.  This  one  company  has  eleven  more 
such  ships  in  the  pipeline.  Due  to  this  trend,  ports  are  asking  the  Corps  to  at  least 
maintain  the  authorized  federal  channel  while  planning  is  underway  to  deepen  the 
ports  where  it  makes  economic  sense.  Last  year,  this  Subcommittee's  report 
language  instructed  the  Corps  to  take  a  more  aggressive  approach  to  the  Lower 
Mississippi  River  maintenance.  This  language  has  been  helpful  in  raising  the 
consciousness  of  the  Corps  district  and  similar  language  should  be  considered  for 
all  the  major  seaports  so  that  an  'advanced  maintenance'  mentality  becomes 
standard  operating  procedure.  The  aggressive  maintenance  of  our  seaports  can 
only  occiir  if  this  Subcommittee  appropriates  enough  into  the  O&M  account  to 
account  for  inflation  and  the  new  projects  which  have  come  on  line.  We  rage  you  to 


1456 


look  favorably  on  the  O&M  accoiint  and  to  even  increase  the  budget  request  for  the 
purpose  of  port  maintenance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  shortage  of  sand  for  beach  nourishment  in  the  South 
Florida  counties  of  Broward  and  Dade  has  become  a  serious  problem.  The  federal 
shore  protection  projects  covering  the  majority  of  these  two  counties'  beach 
communities  must  have  the  highest  benefit-cost  ratios  of  any  undertaken  by  the 
Corps,  protecting  over  $10  billion  worth  of  buildings.  Because  of  the  steep  drop  off 
in  depth  within  the  first  mile  seaward  firom  the  beach,  there  is  only  a  limited 
amoxint  of  sand  available  in  shallow  waters  for  beach  nourishment.  Currently, 
there  is  an  approximately  ten  year  supply  of  sand  off  Broward  County  shores  and 
much  less  than  that  off  of  Dade's.  We  would  like  to  respectfully  request  an 
appropriation  for  the  Corps  to  search  for  suppUes  of  sand  in  water  deeper  than  100 
feet  in  depth  and  will  work  with  the  Florida  delegation  to  determine  the  amoiuit 
needed.  Using  sand  finm  deeper  so\irces  will  require  capital  investments  on  our 
part,  but  a  investments  we  would  look  forward  to  making. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  also  very  concerned  about  the  cuts  to  the  Corps 
dredging  research  programs,  especially  the  new  Dredging  Operations  and 
Environmental  Research  initiative.  This  research  program  is  intended  to  respond 
to  congressional  concerns  about  the  management  of  contaminated  soil.  We  urge  the 
Committee  to  work  with  the  Corps  to  fund  this  program.  We  surest  requiring 
official  reports  to  the  Committee  on  the  progress  being  made  to  solve  crisis 
situations  such  as  the  one  found  in  the  New  York/New  Jersey  metropolitan  region. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  problem  that  you  are  very  familiar  with.  In 
response  to  1978  legislation  intended  to  encovurage  the  development  of  a  private 
sector  hopper  dredge  fleet  fi:t>m  scratch,  DCA's  members,  including  Bean  Dredging 
Corporation  invested  heavily  in  fifteen  modem  hopper  dredges  to  replace  an  aging 
fleet  of  federal  vessels.  Hopper  dredging  was  the  only  major  type  of  dredging  that 
was  not  already  privatized.  (Hopper  dredges  arerseagoing  ships  designed  to 
excavate  the  outermost  portion  of  navigation  rhannpls  and  to  transport  the  soil  in 
its  hopper  to  the  placement  area.)  In  addition  to  industrj^s  fleet,  the  Corps 
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maintains  a  'minimum  fleef  of  four  hopper  dredges  which  they  manage  &om  three 
different  Corps  district  offices.  The  law  allows  the  Corps  to  set  aside  work  for  the 
federal  vessels  in  order  to  keep  them  'operational'  for  national  defense  and 
emergency  response.    In  most  years,  however,  30-40  percent  of  aU  of  the  available 
work  is  set  aside.  This  level  of  utilization  is  far  more  than  necessary  to  keep  the 
dredges  operational,  in  good  working  condition  and  ready  to  respond  to 
emergencies.  Our  problem,  simply  stated,  is  that  there  is  not  enough  work  to  keep 
both  our  fleet  and  the  Corps  dredges  fiilly  occupied.  Higher  utilization  is  required 
to  create  the  investment  environment  needed  to  secure  a  robust  and  finandaUy 
viable  future. 

When  we  came  to  this  Committee  for  help  four  years  ago,  you  included  a 
provision  giving  us  a  chance  to  compete  for  a  greater  volume  of  work.  Your 
provision  has  gone  a  long  way  to  help  the  industry  cope  with  declining  demand.  It 
even  helped  lure  the  largest  drec^e  back  to  the  country  after  an  almost  five-year 
absence.  This  added  industry  dredging  capacity  in  the  U.S.  provides  additional 
assurance  that  dredges  will  be  at  the  Corps  disposal  for  emergency  response.  Ova 
problem  is  still  serious,  however,  and  we  are  working  with  the  authorizing 
committee  to  adopt  a  new  policy  which  would  put  industay's  fleet  to  work  first  and 
would  save  the  government  dredge  capacity  to  back  up  industry  in  an  emergency. 
We  envision  a  federal  fleet  that  wiU  be  able  to  respond  rapidly,  like  the  vessels 
operated  by  the  Marine  SpiU  Response  Corporation,  or  the  4-day  Ready  Reserve 
Fleet  ships  managed  under  contract  to  the  Maritime  Administration.  We  would 
also  hke  to  work  with  you  and  the  affected  ports  on  this  issue  as  it  is  considered  by 
Congress.  Under  the  scenario  we  suggest,  we  beUeve  we  can  save  the  government 
at  least  four  million  per  year  per  dredge  while  keeping  the  government  dredges  in  a 
high  readiness  status.  We  would  suggest  moving  forward  with  this  plan  on  a 
dredge  by  dredge  basis  so  as  not  make  any  irreversible  decision  as  the  program 
unfolds  and  ask  the  Committee  to  consider  including  a  biU  or  report  language 
directing  the  Corps  to  move  toward  more  privatization. 

Hopper  dredge  owning  companies  are  currently  evaluating  investment 
decisions  concerning  near-term  and  long  rjuige  fleet  replacements.  Unlike  other 
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specialized  dredging  markets  that  have  supported  recent  investments  in  other 
dredge  types,  no  hopper  dredges  have  been  bmlt  since  1987.  (Two  large  seagoing 
hydraulic  pipeline  dredges  recently  have  been  added  to  the  fleet  -  primarily  to  meet 
the  demand  for  shoreline  protection  -  and  three  new  backhoe  dredges  have  been 
built  for  excavating  hard  materials  and  for  precision  digging  when  the  need  for 
accuracy  is  at  a  premium.)  It  is  dear  that  America's  private  drec^png  companies 
are  ready,  willing  and  able  to  respond  to  the  demands  of  the  marketplace.  We  are 
asking  Congress  to  help  us  create  the  conditions  to  succeed.  Solving  our  problem 
this  way  will  also  help  you  to  find  resources  to  fund  other  needed  projects  or  for 
buc^etary  savings. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  your  time  and  attention.  We  would  be  happy  to 
work  with  you  and  your  staff  on  these  and  other  issues  affecting  the  national 
dredging  program. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 

IMPROVEMENT  AND  MAINTENANCE  OF  NAVIGATION 

CHANNELS 

WITNESS 

KURT  J.  NAGLE,  PRESmENT,  AMERICAN  ASSOCIATION  OF  PORT  AU- 
THORITIES 

Mr.  Myers.  Kurt  Nagle,  President  of  the  American  Association 
of  Port  Authorities.  The  committee  will  be  pleased  to  hear  from 
you.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you 
may  proceed  for  5  minutes  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Nagle.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Good  afternoon.  My  name  is  Kurt  Nagle.  I  am  president  of  the 
American  Association  of  Ports  Authorities.  My  testimony  today  re- 
flects the  views  of  AAPA's  United  States  delegation. 

AAPA  has  asked  for  time  to  testify  today  primarily  for  two  rea- 
sons: First,  we  want  to  express  our  deep  appreciation  for  the  out- 
standing leadership  of  Chairman  Myers  and  former  Chairman  Be- 
vill  for  your  many  years  of  distinguished  service  to  the  Nation  and 
for  your  support  of  navigation  programs. 

Secondly,  the  port  community  is  concerned  that  we  are  losing 
your  invaluable  leadership  at  a  crucial  time  when  the  zeal  for 
budget  reductions  threatens  to  undermine  sound  long-term  invest- 
ment policy  in  our  water  resources  infrastructure. 

If  I  leave  one  message  with  you  today,  it  is  that  ports  and  all 
who  rely  on  the  services  we  provide,  depend  on  continued  Federal 
investment  in  improvements  to  our  navigation  system  and  ade- 
quate annual  appropriations  levels  to  maintain  that  system.  The 
substantial  local  investment  in  landslide  terminal  facilities  totaling 
$930  million  in  1994  alone,  will  be  jeopardized  if  access  to  ports  via 
navigation  channels  is  constrained. 

In  my  testimony  today  I  want  to  stress  three  points:  The  impor- 
tance of  continued  investment  in  deep-draft  navigation  to  the  Na- 
tion's economy;  the  need  to  provide  sufficient  appropriations  for 
Corps'  operation  and  maintenance  dredging  activities  to  ensure 
that  navigation  projects  are  maintained  to  full  authorized  project 
dimensions.  And  the  need  to  continue  to  fund  Corps'  research  on 
dredging  technology  and  related  environmental  issues. 

Our  water  highways  are  national  assets  that  link  every  commu- 
nity in  our  Nation  to  the  world  marketplace.  The  deep-draft  com- 
mercial ports  of  the  U.S.  handle  over  95  percent  of  the  volume  of 
cargo  moving  in  and  out  of  the  Nation.  Port  activities  create  sub- 
stantial economic  and  trade  benefits.  The  United  States  Customs 
duties  on  imports  moving  through  U.S.  ports  alone  totaled  approxi- 
mately $15  billion  in  fiscal  1993.  The  overall  national  economic  im- 
pact of  port  activities  in  1992  generated  15.3  million  jobs,  $780  bil- 
lion to  the  Gross  Domestic  Product,  and  $209.8  billion  in  taxes  at 
all  levels  of  government. 

Ports  and  their  customers  in  the  carrier,  shipper,  labor  and  com- 
mercial community  must  be  able  to  rely  on  the  maintenance  of  full 
project  depth  to  ensure  the  safe  and  efficient  passage  of  vessels. 
Ports  around  the  country  have  raised  concerns  that  sufficient  funds 
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will  not  be  available  in  this  fiscal  year  to  maintain  the  commercial 
navigation  system. 

The  Corps,  in  informal  discussions,  has  confirmed  that  some  dis- 
tricts money  may  not  be  available  for  dredging  unless  funds  are  re- 
programmed  or  supplemental  appropriations  are  provided  to  re- 
store the  Corps'  dredging  accounts.  Vessels  are  getting  larger,  vol- 
umes of  trade  are  increasing  and  shippers  demand  just-in-time  de- 
livery of  goods  moving  halfway  around  the  world.  Therefore,  we  re- 
quest the  subcommittee's  support  in  directing  the  Corps  to  take  a 
more  aggressive  approach  to  provide  advanced  maintenance  dredg- 
ing and  request  the  subcommittee  to  provide  adequate  funding  lev- 
els for  fiscal  1997. 

Increasing  environmental  restrictions  as  well  as  public  opposition 
to  open  water  dredge  material  disposal  make  it  more  important 
than  ever  that  the  Corps  and  the  port  community  have  the  best  in- 
formation upon  which  to  make  dredging  and  disposal  decisions.  We 
hope  that  this  committee  will  approve  funding  this  year  for  the 
Corps'  dredging  research  programs  at  levels  requested  by  the  ad- 
ministration. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  discuss  briefly  a  recent  U.S.  Court  of 
International  Trade  opinion  that  found  the  harbor  maintenance  tax 
as  imposed  on  exports  as  unconstitutional.  That  decision  has  been 
appealed  by  the  Justice  Department.  WRDA  '86  was  written  to  al- 
locate responsibility  among  the  Federal,  local  and  private  interests 
that  share  the  benefits  of  navigation.  This  balance  must  be  main- 
tained. Most  importantly,  the  uncertainty  over  the  tax  must  not 
lessen  the  commitment  of  this  subcommittee  and  Congress  to  pro- 
vide funding  for  dredging  and  navigation. 

We  are  extremely  grateful  to  Chairman  Myers  and  Representa- 
tive Bevill  and  the  subcommittee  for  their  important  work  and  for 
their  support  of  the  navigation  program. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Thank  you  for  the  nice  words. 

I  apologize  for  the  mispronunciation  of  your  name. 

Mr.  Nagle.  No  problem,  sir. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Nagle  follows:] 
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AiMrican  AaMdation  a(  Port  AuthoiltlM 
1010  Ouke  Street,  Alexandria,  VA  22314 


TESTIMONY  OF  KURT  J.  NAGLE 

PRESroENT 

AMERICAN  ASSOCUTION  OF  PORT  ADTHORTTIES 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMTTTEE 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEE 

March  5, 1996 

Introdnction 

Good  afternoon.  My  name  is  Kiin  Nagle.  I  am  President  of  the  American 
Association  of  Pon  Authorities  (AAPA).  Founded  in  1912,  AAPA  represents  virtually  every 
U.S.  public  port  agency,  as  well  as  the  major  port  agencies  in  Canada,  Latin  America  and 
the  Caribbean.  My  testimony  today  reflects  the  views  of  the  AAPA's  United  States 
delegation. 

AAPA  has  asked  for  time  to  testify  today  primarily  for  two  reasons.  First,  we  want 
to  express  the  deep  appreciation  of  the  entire  pon  community  for  the  outstanding  leadership 
of  Chairman  Myers  and  former-Chairman  Bevill  for  your  many  years  of  distinguished  service 
to  the  nation  and  for  your  support  of  the  water  resources  and  navigation  programs  ±at  are 
so  vital  to  the  nation's  economy.  Secondly,  the  port  community  is  concerned  that  we  are 
losing  your  invaluable  leadership  at  a  particularly  crucial  time  when  ±e  zeal  for  budget 
reductions  threatens  to  imdermine  sound  long  term  investment  policy  in  our  water  resources 
infrastructure. 

Summary 

If  I  leave  one  message  with  you  today,  it  is  that  ports,  and  all  who  rely  on  the  services 
we  provide,  depend  on  continued  federal  investment  in  improvements  to  our  navigation 
system  and  adequate  annual  appropriations  levels  to  maimain  that  system.  There  is  also  a 
very  substantial  additional  local  investment  in  landside  terminal  Polities  -  totaling  S930 
million  in  1994  alone.  These  investments  of  local  funds  in  landside  port  facilities  will  be 
jeopardized  if  access  to  ports  via  navigation  channels  is  constrained. 

In  my  testimony  today  I  want  to  stress  three  points: 

"         The  importance  of  continued  investment  in  deep  draft  navigation  to  the 
nation's  economy  at  the  local,  regional  and  national  levels. 

■  The  need  to  provide  sufficient  appropriations  for  Corps  operation  and 

maintenance  dredging  activities  to  ensure  that  navigation  projects   are 
maintained  to  fiill  authorized  project  dimensions. 
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•  The  need  to  continue  to  fond  Corps  research  on  dredging  technology  and 
related  environmental  issues. 

Economic  Return 

Our  water  highways  are  national  assets  that  serve  a  broad  range  of  economic  and 
strategic  Interests.  Ports  activities  link  every  community  in  our  nation  to  the  world 
marketplace  -  enabling  us  to  create  export  opportunities  and  to  deliver  imported  goods 
more  inexpensively  to  consumers  across  the  nation. 

The  deep-draft  commercial  ports  of  the  U.S.  handle  over  95  percent  of  the  volume 
and  75  percent  of  the  value  of  cargo  moving  in  and  out  of  the  Nation.  Port  activities  create 
substantial  economic  and  trade  benefits  for  the  nation,  as  well  as  for  the  local  port 
community  and  regional  economies. 

•  U.S.  Customs  duty  revenues  totaling  approximately  S15  billion  dollars  were 
paid  into  the  general  treasury  in  fiscal  year  1993. 

■  Our  nation's  commercial  deep  draft  ports  handled  893.9  million  metric  tons 
of  cargo  in  1993  worth  S512.1  billion. 

"  Foreign  trade  is  an  increasingly  important  part  of  the  U.S.  economy,  currendy 

accounting  for  over  20  percent  of  our  Gross  Domestic  Product.  U.S.  exports 
and  imports  are  projected  to  increase  in  value  from  S454  billion  in  1990  to 
Sl.6  trillion  in  2010.  The  volume  of  cargo  is  projected  to  increase  from  875 
million  to  1-5  billion  metric  tons  in  2010. 

■  The  overall  national  economic  impact  of  port  activities  in  1992  generated: 

-  15  J  million  jobs; 

-  S780  billion  to  the  Gross  Domestic  Product;  and 

-  S209.8  billion  in  taxes  at  all  levels  of  government.' 

As  I  have  indicated,  these  national  economic  benefits  are  generated  as  the  result  of 
the  local  investment  by  ports  in  modem  marine  terminal  facilities  and  related  infrastructure. 
Between  1995-1999,  the  cumulative  local  investment  in  port  fadhties  will  approach  SI  biiUon 
per  year. 


Public  Port  Financing  in  the  United  States.  U.S.  Maritime  Administration,  July  1994. 
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Navigation  Improvements  and  Maintenance 

Ports  and  their  customers  in  the  carrier,  shipper,  labor  and  commerciai  conmninity 
must  be  able  to  rely  on  the  maintenance  of  full  project  depth  to  ensure  the  safe  and 
efficient  passage  of  vessels.  To  accommodate  the  growth  in  trade,  the  increased 
rationalization  in  the  maritime  trades,  and  the  demand  for  efficiency  in  the  shipping  business 
larger  vessels  are  being  built  which  will  necessitate  even  deeper  channels  in  some  ports,  as 
well  as  more  diligent  maintenance  of  existing  project  dimension. 

Ports  around  the  country  have  raised  concerns  that  sufficient  fimds  will  not  be 
available  I'n  ^his  fiscal  year  to  fiilly  maintain  the  commercial  navigation  system.  Apparently 
funds  are  being  diverted  from  navigation  projects  to  pay  for  other  Corps  programs.  The 
Corps,  in  informal  discussions,  has  confirmed  that  in  some  Districts  money  may  not  be 
available  for  dredging,  nnlp!«;<;  funds  are  reprogrammed  or  supplemental  appropriations  are 
provided  to  restore  the  Corps  accotmts. 

In  the  expanding  and  mcreasingiy  competitive  global  marketplace  the  Corps  needs 
to  be  more  diligent  than  ever  in  maintaining  our  deep  draft  coromerdal  ports.  Vessels  are 
getting  larger,  volumes  of  trade  are  increasing,  and  shippers  demand  "just-in-time"  delivery 
of  goods  moving  half  way  around  the  world.  Vessels  cannot  afford  to  come  into  or  leave 
ports  light  loaded  if  they  are  going  to  compete  internationally.  Therefore,  we  request  the 
Subcommittee's  suppon  in  directing  the  Corps  to  take  a  more  aggressive  approach  to 
provide  advance  maintenance  dredging  where  necessary  to  ensure  that  full  projea  depth  and 
width  are  maintained. 

We  request  that  this  Subcommittee  provide  the  Corps  with  funding  in  fiscal  year  1997 
at  levels  to  ensure  that  navigation  project  improvements  and  maintenance  will  be  provided 
sufficient  to  enable  ports  to  meet  commercial  demand  and  to  enhance  U.S  productivity  and 
competitiveness. 

pr^png  Research 

AAPA  would  also  like  to  express  our  concern  over  fiscal  1996  cuts  in  appropriations 
for  the  Corps'  dredging  technology  and  environmental  research  programs.  Dredging  activity 
has  never  been  as  much  in  the  public  spothght  as  it  is  today.  Increasing  environmental 
restrictions,  as  well  as  public  opposition  to  open  water  dredged  material  disposal,  make  it 
more  important  than  ever  that  the  Corps  and  the  port  community  have  the  b^  information 
upon  which  to  make  dredging  and  disposal  decisions.  We  hope  that  this  Committee  will 
approve  funding  this  year  for  the  Corps'  dredging  research  programs  at  levels  requested  by 
the  Administration. 
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Harbor  Maintenance  Tax 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  discuss  briefly  a  recent  U.S.  Court  of  Intematioiial  Trade 
opinion  that  found  the  Harbor  Maintenance  Tax  as  imposed  on  exports  is  unconstitutionaL 
TTiat  decision  has  been  appealed  by  the  Justice  Department,  but  final  resolution  of  the  case 
is  not  likely  for  a  year  or  two.  AAPA  is  very  concerned  that  the  Tax  is  under  attack,  and 
that  the  litigation  casts  doubt  on  the  legality  of  the  current  funding  meciianism  for 
maintenance  of  federal  navigation  chaimels.  TTie  Tax  was  only  one  part  of  a  hard-fought 
compromise  among  the  federal  government,  ports  and  users  of  federal  chaimels.  WRDA 
'86  was  written  to  allocate  responsibility  among  the  federal,  local  and  private  interests  that 
share  the  benefits  of  navigatioiL 

Alternatives  to  the  Tax  would  need  to  be  crafted  extremely  carefully  to  avoid  the 
confrontation  and  gridlock  that  preceded  Congressional  action  on  WRDA  '86.  Most 
importantly,  the  uncertainty  over  the  Tax  must  not  lessen  the  commitment  of  this 
Subcommittee  and  Congress  to  provide  funding  for  dredging  and  navigation. 

Concinsion 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today.  To  ensm-e  our  nation's  continued 
international  competitiveness,  it  is  now  more  important  than  ever  to  continue  to  invest  in 
an  improved  and  efficient  water  transportation  system.  We  are  extremely  grateful  to 
Chairman  Myers  and  Representative  BeviU  and  the  Subcommittee  for  your  important  work 
and  support  for  dredging  and  navigation. 


1465 

Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
MISSOURI  NATIONAL  RECREATION  RIVER 

WITNESS 

JIM  PETERSON,  PRESIDENT,  MISSOURI  RIVER  BANK  STABILIZATION 
ASSOCIATION 

Mr,  Myers.  Jim  Peterson,  president  of  the  Missouri  River  Bank 
Stabilization  Association. 

Gentlemen,  welcome  back. 

If  you  have  a  prepared  statement  it  will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

You  may  proceed  in  the  5  minutes  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill.  It  is  a 
pleasure  to  see  you  again.  I  feel  we  are  all  going  to  be  the  poorer 
for  your  absence,  but  we  wish  you  well  in  your  retirement. 

With  me,  of  course,  is  Mr.  Curry,  the  vice  president  of  the  Mis- 
souri River  Bank  Stabilization  Association. 

We  will  try  to  be  as  brief  as  possible. 

We  do  appreciate  the  time  you  have  given  us  and  we  certainly 
appreciate  the  help  that  the  subcommittee  has  given  us  in  the  past. 
And  I  am  happy  to  report  that  this  project  is  alive  and  well  and 
we  are  making  progress,  although  somewhat  slow. 

The  section  of  the  Missouri  River  involved  here  is  that  between 
Ponca,  Nebraska,  and  Yankton,  South  Dakota.  It  is  the  only  free- 
flowing  stretch  of  the  Missouri  below  the  mainstem  dams  and  the 
effort  by  Congress  back  in  1978  was  to  preserve  and  protect  that 
segment  of  the  river.  We  are  here  to  ask  you  today  for  $200,000 
in  O&M  money  to  continue  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
structures  which  were  previously  built  along  this  section  of  the 
river. 

At  the  time  the  section  of  the  river  involved  was  made  a  part  of 
the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  drew  up 
a  management  plan  for  that  section  of  the  river. 

As  I  understand  it,  under  the  rules  of  the  Administrative  Proce- 
dures Act,  a  review  of  such  plans  is  required  periodically,  and  at 
this  time,  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  Corps  have  a  manage- 
ment planning  team,  of  which  Mr.  Curry  and  I  are  both  members, 
representing  our  local  units  of  government. 

Mr.  Curry  is  now  a  county  commissioner,  an  elected  official. 

The  management  plan  is  currently  being  reviewed.  It  is  a  slow 
process,  as  you  likely  know,  but  we  are  not  prepared  at  this  time 
to  ask  for  anything  more  than  the  O&M  money  which  we  did  re- 
quest in  our  formal  presentation  of  testimony  here.  But  we  are 
making  some  progress. 

One  of  the  main  things  that  has  been  on  the  agenda  is  some  in- 
creased access  to  the  river  on  the  lower  end  on  the  South  Dakota 
side,  an  additional  markings  of  the  river  site.  This,  of  course,  is  on 
the  route  of  Lewis  and  Clark.  We  have  shown  a  significant  or  expe- 
rienced significant  increase  in  interest  in  the  Louis  and  Clark  trail 
with  the  bicentennial  of  the  expedition  coming  up,  and  we  have 
been  somewhat  surprised  at  the  degree  of  that  interest.  It  will  con- 
tinue for  the  next  several  years  as  the  bicentennial  of  the  expedi- 
tion approaches  and  we  hope  that  we  will  be  able  to  provide  some- 
what better  access  to  the  river,  more  information  about  it  in  the 
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way  of  signs  along  the  river,  access  points,  points  from  which  you 
can  simply  review  or  observe  this  ancient  part  of  the  river. 

With  that,  we  will  thank  you  for  your  past  support  and  appre- 
ciate any  help  you  may  give  us. 

Again,  we  wish  you  the  very  best  in  your  retirement. 

[The  statements  of  Mr.  Peterson  and  Mr.  Curry  follow:] 
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Statement  of  J.  M.  Peterson,  President, 
and  Darrel  G.  Curry,  Vice  President  of  the 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BANK  STABILIZATION  ASSOCIATION 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Sub-Committee: 

The  membership  of  the  Missouri  River  Bank  Stabilization  Association  and 
its  officers  thanks  you  for  your  courtesy  in  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  present 
this  testimony  with  reference  to  the  Fiscal  Year  Budget  for  1997. 

We  come  before  you  to  request  funding  for  the  Missouri  National 
Recreation  River  project,  authorized  in  1978  under  Section  707  of  Public 
Law  95-625.  For  FY  97  $200,000.00  is  needed  for  operation  and 
maintenance  of  structures  built  prior  to  1978  under  the  Section  32 
Streambank  Erosion  Control  and  Demonstration  Act.  In  addition,  funding  is 
needed  for  providing  additional  access  to  the  river,  securing  shoreline 
easements  so  as  to  increase  wildlife  habitat,  provide  bank  protection  where 
necessary  and  such  other  needs  as  required  to  maintain  progress  toward 
completion  of  this  project. 

Of  the  $21,000,000.00  authorized  expenditure  for  this  project,  some 
$2,000,000.00  has  been  spent.  The  project  covers  the  fifty-nine  mile  segment 
of  the  Missouri  River  flowing  from  Yankton,  South  Dakota,  to  the  Ponca, 
Nebraska,  State  Park.  The  Missouri  here  is  still  in  a  relatively  natural,  or  wild, 
state;  it  marks  the  boundary  between  Nebraska  and  South  Dakota.  Above 
Yankton,  South  Dakota  the  Missouri  is  a  "geologically  young"  river  as  the  terrain 
through  which  it  flows  was  more  recently  glaciated  than  that  below  Yankton. 
Occupying  a  much  broader  valley  below  Yankton,  the  fifty-nine  mile  reach 
involved  here  is  the  sole  "wild"  segment  below  the  mainstem  dams. 
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The  valley  occupied  by  this  still-meandering  reach  of  the  Missouri  is 
characterized  by  a  highly  erodible  flood  plain.  Construction  of  the  mainstem 
dams  has  all  but  eliminated  flooding  in  this  reach  but  inexorable  erosion 
continues.  That  constant  erosion  is  not  offset  by  the  periodic  flooding  which 
occurred  prior  to  the  construction  of  the  mainstem  dams. 

The  nation  will  soon  be  commemorating  the  bicentennial  of  the  Lewis  and  Clark 
Expedition.  It  is  appropriate  to  note  here  that  this  is  the  only  segment  of  the 
"geologically  old"  Missouri  the  explorers  would  easily  recognize  yet  today.  Here,  the 
still-meandering  river  is  yet  characterized  by  sandbars  and  snags,  bends  and  beaches, 
islands,  chutes,  timbered  bluffs,  wildlife  and  a  host  of  other  characteristics  the 
Congress  intended  to  preserve  by  the  enactment  of  the  1978  legislation.  It  is  indeed 
worthy  of  preservation. 

In  conclusion,  we  would  like  to  reiterate  our  thanks  for  the  help  you  have  been 
fit  to  provide  in  prior  years,  and  for  the  concern  and  consideration  of  the  farmers, 
outdoorsmen,  environmentalists  and  others  constituting  the  membership  of  our 
Association. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Curry. 

Mr.  Curry.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  a  support  letter  here  from 
State  Senator  Pat  Engel  and  State  Senator  Schellpeper.  Can  those 
be  entered  into  the  record? 

Mr.  Myers.  Without  objection,  they  will  be  made  a  part  of  the 
record. 

Thank  you  for  your  fine  testimony,  once  again.  We  will  miss  you 
next  year. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Well,  we  will  miss  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  will  be  thinking  about  you  working  people. 

[The  information  follows:] 


1470 


jNpbraaka  S'talr  SIpijialalurp 


SENATOR  STAN  SCHELLPEPER 

District  No.  18 

Box  287 

(402)  439-2907 

Stanton,  Nebraska  68779 

Legislative  Address: 

State  Capitoi 

PO  Box  94604 

Lincoin,  Nebraslui  68509-4604 

(402)471-2801 


February  27,  1996 


COMMITTEES 

Chairperson,  Generai  Affairs 

Agriculture 

Committee  on  Committees 

Revenue 

Legislative  Council 


Ninety-Fourth  Legislature 


The  Honorable  Jolin  T.  IVlyers,  Cliairman 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
House  Appropriations  Committee 
2362  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Wasfiington,  D.C.    20515 

Dear  Cfiairman  Myers: 

Please  accept  this  letter  of  strong  support  regarding  the  efforts  of  the  Missouri  River  Bank 
Stabilization  Association.    I  have  represented  this  area  of  the  Great  State  of  Nebrasl<a  since  1992, 
yet  for  many  more  years  I  have  enjoyed  and  admired  this  beautiful  segment  of  the  Missouri  River 
for  which  this  request  is  being  made. 

The  portion  of  the  river  in  question,  the  'w/ild'  Missouri,  is  a  wide,  braided  river  providing  bounteous 
habitat  for  fish  and  fowl.    The  'wild'  Missouri  is  a  fertile,  aesthetic  gem  which  provides  recreational 
value  as  well  as  being  recognized  as  a  state  and  national  treasure.    In  contrast,  an  extensive 
network  of  dams  and  other  channeling  structures,  while  important  in  their  own  respect,  have 
rendered  most  of  the  lower  river,  a  swift  moving  and  uninspiring  canal.    Realizing  the  damage  to 
the  ecology  and  fertility  of  the  river  that  such  measures  have  caused,  efforts  have  begun  to  reverse 
the  damage  on  the  lower  river  by  recreating  the  features  that  abound  on  the  'wild'  Missouri. 

Past  effort  of  the  Association  to  preserve  our  river  and  the  wisdom  of  this  subcommittee  to  fund 
preservation  efforts  are  to  be  commended.    I  would  strongly  encourage  the  subcommittee  to 
authorize  funding  for  the  continued  maintenance  of  structures  previously  built.    We  must  insure 
that  our  past  investment  in  preserving  the  river  is  protected. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Senator  Stan  Sche 
Legislative  DistriCT  18 
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Nfbraaka  BtaU  SJpgtBlaturp 


SENATOR  PAT  ENQEL 

District  No.  17 

401  East  31 8t  Street 
South  Sioux  City,  Nebraslta  68776 

Legislative  Address: 

State  Capitol 

PO  Box  94604 

Lincoln,  Nebraska  68509-4604 

(402)471-2716 


COMMITTEES 


Appropriations 
Legislative  Councii 


Ninety-Fourth  Legislature 


February  27,  1996 


Honorable  John  T.  Meyers,  Chainnan 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
House  Appropriations  Committee 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

I  am  pleased  to  enter  this  letter  in  support  of  the  efforts  of  the  Missouri  River  Bank  Stabilization  Association. 
Before  I  began  representing  the  17th  District,  1  enjoyed  and  admired  this  beautiful  segment  of  the  Missouri  River. 

The  river  is  an  abundant  habitat  for  fish  and  fowl  and  is  a  state  and  national  treasure  that  encourages  people  to  enjoy 
the  beauty  of  this  region  of  the  country.  In  contrast,  an  extensive  network  of  dams  and  other  channelizing  structures 
have  rendered  most  of  the  lower  river,  a  swift  moving  and  uninspiring  canal  with  damage  to  the  ecology,  causing 
irreversible  damage. 

Past  efforts  of  the  Association  to  preserve  our  river  and  the  wisdom  of  this  subcommittee  to  fund  preservation 
efforts  is  to  be  commended.  I  strongly  encourage  the  subcommittee  to  authorize  funding  for  the  continued 
maintenance  of  structures  previously  built  We  must  ensure  that  our  past  investment  in  preserving  the  river  are 
protected. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
MARSHALL  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 

WITNESSES 

HON.  DAVID  MINGE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  MINNESOTA 
ROBERT  BYRNES,  MAYOR,  CITY  OF  MARSHALL,  MINNESOTA 

Mr.  Myers.  Our  friend  from  Minnesota,  David  Minge,  if  you 
would  like  to  come  forward,  Mr.  Mayor,  Mayor  Robert  Byrnes  from 
Marshall,  Minnesota. 

We  are  pleased  to  have  you. 

Your  prepared  statement  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official 
record,  and  you  may  proceed  for  5  minutes  as  you  like. 

Mr.  MiNGE.  Just  very  quickly,  I  would  like  to  introduce  Mayor 
Byrnes. 

He  is  an  outstanding  county  extension  educator  in  the  Nation, 
having  received  a  national  award,  being  honored,  and  I  certainly 
am  honored  to  have  him  in  Washington  today  to  discuss  a  critical 
project  for  a  community  of  which  he  is  the  mayor,  and  to  indicate 
to  you  that  he  is  working  very  closely  with  other  parties  that  are 
interested  and  affected  by  these  projects,  and  I  commend  him  for 
his  efforts. 

Mr.  Myers.  Pleased  to  hear  from  you. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Byrnes.  Thank  you.  Congressman  Minge. 

Chairman  Myers  and  Members  of  the  Energy  and  Water  Devel- 
opment Subcommittee,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  come  before 
you  today  on  behalf  of  the  citizens  of  Marshall,  Minnesota.  My  pur- 
pose today  is  threefold.  First,  to  thank  Chairman  Myers  and  Mr. 
Bevill  and  this  committee  for  the  $850,000  in  Energy  and  Water 
funds  that  we  received  in  the  fiscal  year  1996  appropriation  bill, 
that  enabled  us  to  begin  the  work  on  the  first  stage  of  the  Marshall 
Flood  Control  Program. 

Second,  to  report  to  you  the  status  and  the  progress  we  have 
made  on  the  project.  And  third  to  request  your  consideration  for 
the  $1.4  million  needed  to  begin  construction  on  the  second  stage 
of  the  project  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

The  topography  of  the  region  in  southwest  Minnesota  makes  the 
City  of  Marshall  extremely  vulnerable  to  the  melt  of  snowpack  in 
the  spring  and  the  flash  flooding  that  occurs  with  heavy  rains  dur- 
ing the  summer  months.  The  elevation  drops  some  700  feet  from 
one  end  of  Lyon  County  to  the  other  and  flattens  out  at  Marshall, 
which  is  about  at  the  center  of  the  Redwood  River  Basin.  The  Red- 
wood River  elevation  drops  19  feet  per  mile  until  it  reaches  the 
city.  Then  the  river  slope  flattens  out  to  an  average  drop  of  4  feet 
per  mile.  The  lack  of  a  confining  valley  and  the  grade  reduction 
contributes  significantly  to  the  overland  flooding  of  the  city. 

As  you  may  recall,  the  summer  of  1993  produced  the  three  holi- 
day floods  in  Marshall,  Minnesota,  on  Mother's  Day,  Father's  Day 
and  Independence  Day,  causing  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  of 
property  damage  to  the  community.  In  1995,  rains  of  9  to  15  inches 
fell  just  40  miles  to  the  north  of  the  Redwood  Watershed  District 
area. 
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If  that  storm  had  moved  only  a  few  miles  to  the  Southwest,  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  predicted  that  there  would  have  been  flooding 
of  such  magnitude  in  Marshall  that  emergency  measures  would 
have  been  futile  and  the  city  would  have  suffered  millions  of  dol- 
lars in  damage  and  could  well  have  resulted  in  loss  of  lives. 

When  stage  1  of  the  project  is  completed  in  1997,  we  will  have 
lessened  the  flood  threat  in  Marshall  for  the  first  year  in  33  years. 
If  you  would  turn  to  the  last  page  of  the  prepared  testimony,  there 
is  a  map  of  the  city  that  presents  the  work  of  the  project  visibly. 

The  river  enters  the  city  from  the  southwest,  on  the  lower  left- 
hand  corner  of  the  map,  and  winds  its  way  through  the  city, 
through  the  center  of  the  city,  exiting  on  at  the  northeast  corner. 
The  diversion  channel,  which  is  shown  in  red,  was  constructed  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  1963,  in  an  attempt  to  divert  the  flow 
around  the  city  rather  than  through  the  city.  Because  of  gradient 
problems,  insufficient  capacity  and  other  problems,  the  devastating 
floods  of  1969  demonstrated  the  technique  did  not  work.  The  water 
did  not  move  through  the  system  and  the  channel  could  not  handle 
the  more  than  8,000  cubic  feet  per  second  rush  of  water  that  oc- 
curred in  1969. 

Stage  1  of  the  project  corrects  some  of  these  problems,  broaden- 
ing the  channel,  modifying  the  grade,  dredging  procedures  and 
other  improvements  which  would  permit  the  diversion  channel  to 
work  as  it  was  intended  to  function. 

Stage  2  of  the  project  includes  construction  of  levees  and  other 
work  that  will  protect  homeowners  adjacent  to  the  river,  both  on 
the  north  and  south  boundaries  of  the  city.  The  levees  will  enable 
the  1963  project  to  work  as  it  was  originally  intended.  It  will  also 
include  a  7 -acre  ponding  area  to  enable  the  holding  and  release  of 
water  to  minimize  damages. 

The  flood  control  project  will  ameliorate  the  flooding  problems 
with  the  Redwood  River  but  it  is  not  the  total  answer  to  Marshall's 
water  concerns.  The  second  problem  area  is  the  drainage  and  storm 
sewer  system  of  the  city.  County  Ditch  No.  62  provides  the  drain- 
age system  for  approximately  60  percent  of  the  city. 

While  never  fully  adequate,  the  growth  and  development  of  the 
city  and  the  deterioration  of  the  system  has  commanded  immediate 
attention.  The  City  of  Marshall,  in  cooperation  with  FEMA  and 
Lyon  County,  is  proceeding  with  a  $3  million  storm  sewer  project 
that  will  be  constructed  in  the  summer  of  1997. 

It  is  critical  that  these  two  projects  maintain  a  coordinated  effort. 
Both  are  located  in  the  northeast  section  of  the  city.  Both  will  es- 
tablish ponding  areas.  Both  have  common  real  estate  needs  and 
really  both  should  be  constructed  simultaneously  for  cost  effective- 
ness. 

For  this  reason,  we  were  dismayed  to  learn  of  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers' new  project  some  2  to  3  weeks  ago.  Milestones  in  the  project 
were  delayed.  The  initiation  of  real  estate  acquisition  was  post- 
poned nearly  a  year  after  the  project  footprint  is  available  and  the 
development  of  plans  and  specifications  for  the  Stage  2  was  ex- 
tended, with  the  final  completion  date  late  in  the  year  of  1997. 

Changes  such  as  this  will  be  extremely  detrimental  to  the  coordi- 
nated plans  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  project  and  the  Ditch 
62  project.  It  will  eliminate  the  opportunities  for  cooperation  in  real 
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estate  acquisition,  the  use  of  fill  between  the  projects,  the  disrup- 
tion of  the  area  for  an  extended  period  of  time,  and  most  impor- 
tantly, it  will  extend  unnecessarily  the  dangerous  flood  potential 
for  the  citizens  of  Marshall  for  a  year  or  two  longer  than  what  is 
necessary. 

The  $1.4  million  funding  of  Stage  2  of  this  project  will  permit  us 
to  stay  on  the  original  schedule,  create  opportunities  for  cost  sav- 
ings for  both  projects  and  provide  the  protection  needed  for  the  citi- 
zens of  Marshall  in  a  timely  manner. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  and  privilege  of  appearing  before 
you  today. 

I  would  be  happy  to  respond  to  any  questions  that  you  may  have. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Mayor  Byrnes  and  thank  you,  thank  you 
very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Byrnes  follows:] 


1475 


Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Washington,  D.C. 


Statement 
of 

Robert  J.  Byrnes  Mayor 
City  of  Marshall,  Minnesota 


Request  for  Funds  in  the 

FY  1997  House  Appropriations  Bill 

for  Stage  II  Construction  of  the  Flood  Control  Project 

at  Marshall,  Minnesota: 


March  5, 1996 
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Statement  of  Robert  J.  Byrnes,  Mayor 
City  of  Marshall,  Minnesota 

Chairman  Myers  and  Members  of  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee,  I 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  this  testimony  requesting  $1.4  million  in  federal 
funds  to  begin  construction  of  Stage  II  of  the  flood  control  project  at  Marshall, 
Minnesota.  The  $850,000  appropriated  by  this  Committee  in  the  FY  1996 
Appropriations  Act,  and  the  $490,000  in  State  and  local  funding  have  permitted  us  to 
initiate  the  work  required  in  Stage  I.  The  vulnerability  of  the  community  to  severe 
flood  events,  however,  creates  an  urgency  to  complete  this  project  as  soon  as 
reasonably  possible.  I  would  like  to  request  that  the  full  text  of  my  statement  be 
included  in  the  record. 

Project  Autlioritv.  Funding,  and  Status: 

The  Marshall  Flood  Control  Project  was  authorized  in  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1986.  The  total  project  is  estimated  to  cost  $9.98  million  of 
which  Federal  costs  are  estimated  to  be  $7.22  million,  with  non-Federal  costs  of 
$2.76  million.  The  non-Federal  costs  have  been  provided  through  the  State  flood 
mitigation  grant  program,  and  by  bonding  by  the  City  of  Marshall.  The  Design 
Memorandum  and  Environmental  Assessment  were  completed  and  approved  in 
1987.  The  Project  Cooperation  Agreement  (PCA)  has  been  successfully  negotiated 
between  the  Marshall  City  Council  and  the  District  Office  of  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers.  It  is  now  awaiting  final  approval  by  the  Corps  Headquarters  in 
Washington,  D.C.  Only  temporary  easements  and  a  five-acre  dredged  materials 
disposal  site  will  be  needed  for  Stage  I  construction  of  the  project. 

The  plans  and  specifications  for  Stage  I  were  completed  and  approved  in 
September  of  1993.  The  FY  1996  appropriation  for  the  project  has  permitted  the 
Corps  to  move  forward  with  the  advertisement  for  construction  bids  for  Stage  I.  The 
construction  work  consists  primarily  of  the  repair  and  modification  of  the  existing 
diversion  channel.  The  request  for  bids  for  Stage  I  construction  is  currently 
scheduled  for  June  30,  1996,  however,  all  actions  needed  phor  to  publishing  the 
construction  bids  will  have  been  accomplished  with  the  final  approval  of  the  PCA. 
The  development  of  plans  and  specifications  for  Stage  II  are  scheduled  to  be 
initiated  on  February  28,  1996,  according  to  the  Corps'  project  schedule.  The  City  is 
responsible  for  the  dredging  of  the  channel  at  a  local  cost  of  $318,000,  and  will  be 
incorporated  into  Stage  I  construction. 

Stage  I  -  Corps  Schedule  and  Costs  * 

Federal  Share  $850,000    Non-Federal  Share  $490,000 

Activity Beginning  Date Completion  Date 

Plans  &  Specs  Initiated  Complete 

Plans  &  Specs  Approved  9/30/93 

Initiate  Real  Estate  Acquisition  None  required 

Construction  Contract  Advertised  6/30/96                                      6/30/96 

Construction  Contract  Awarded  8/31/96                                      8/31/96 

Construction  Contract  Completion  12/31/97 

*  The  initiation  of  Stage  II  construction  is  not  contingent  on  the  completion  of  Stage  I  construction. 
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Page  2. 

Project  Location: 

The  City  of  Marshall  is  located  in  the  Southwest  corner  of  the  State  of 
Minnesota,  about  145  miles  southwest  of  St.  Paul.  It  is  near  the  center  of  the 
Redwood  River  basin.  Southwest  State  University,  the  business  district,  and  most 
of  the  homes  of  the  14,000  citizens  are  located  in  the  floodplain  of  the  Redwood 
River.  Marshall  serves  as  the  county  seat  of  Lyon  County,  and  is  the  commercial 
and  agricultural  center  for  the  region. 

The  Redwood  River  enters  the  southwest  corner  of  the  City,  winds  its  way 
through  the  City,  exiting  at  the  northeast  boundary  near  the  University  campus.  The 
Redwood  River  basin  serves  an  elongated  drainage  area  of  approximately  743 
miles.  The  river's  elevation  drops  at  the  significant  rate  of  19  feet  per  mile  until  it 
reaches  the  City.  There  the  river  slope  flattens  out  to  an  average  of  about  4  feet  per 
mile.  The  lack  of  a  confining  valley,  and  the  reduction  in  grade  on  the  plain, 
contributes  significantly  to  overland  flooding  in  the  Marshall  area.  The  geological 
decline  in  the  elevation  in  the  50  miles  from  the  watershed  area  to  the  City  of 
Marshall  is  greater  than  the  Mississippi  River  elevation  decline  from  Minneapolis  to 
New  Orleans. 

Historical  Summary: 

Water  and  land  related  problems  in  the  Minnesota  River  basin  was  first 
investigated  by  the  St.  Paul  District  Engineer  in  1934,  but  his  study  did  not  address 
the  flooding  and  related  problems  in  Marshall.  In  1960,  after  the  severe  floods  of 
1957,  improvements  were  recommended  by  the  Corps  which  included  the 
construction  of  levees  and  a  floodwater  diversion  channel. 

This  flood  control  project  was  completed  in  1963,  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  to,  "provide  protection  for  the  people  and  property  of  Marshall  from  the 
frequent  flood  risks."  The  major  feature  of  the  project  was  a  2.4  mile  diversion 
channel  around  the  west  and  north  sides  of  the  City,  a  1,840  foot  levee  at  the 
upstream  end  of  the  project,  and  other  features.  The  channel  was  designed  to 
handle  a  6,500  CFS  flow.  The  overflow,  then,  would  move  naturally  into  the 
Cottonwood  River  Watershed  south  of  Marshall. 

In  1969,  a  flood  of  8,090  CFS  was  experienced  in  Marshall.  The  river  channel 
both  upstream  and  downstream  from  Marshall  was  inadequate  to  convey  the  1963 
design  flows  either  to  or  from  the  diversion  channel.  At  flows  greater  than  3,500 
CFS,  floodwaters  bypass  the  diversion  channel  and  flood  the  inner  City  of  Marshall. 

As  a  result  of  the  failure  of  the  1 963  flood  control  project  to  protect  the  City, 
other  studies  were  conducted  by  a  private  engineering  firm  under  the  direction  of  the 
Corps  in  1974.  The  Corps  completed  a  flood  control  report  in  1976.  and  a  feasibility 
study  in  1979.  This  report  was  updated  by  a  reevaluation  of  the  problems  in  1984. 
The  current  project  was  then  authorized  in  the  1986  Water  Resources  Development 
Act.  It  is  important  to  note  that  the  project  as  constructed  in  1963,  has  worsened  the 
potential  of  flooding  for  the  City.  The  rate  of  flow  is  not  adequate  to  move  the  flood 
waters  through  the  diversion  channel,  and  other  problems. 
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The  three  "Holiday  Floods  of  1993"  (Mother's  Day,  Father's  Day  and 
Independence  Day)  occurred  at  both  ends  of  the  diversion  channel,  causing 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  in  damages  to  homes,  businesses,  and  the  City's 
infrastructure.  As  the  water  levels  remained  at  flood  stage  throughout  the  summer,  it 
created  an  atmosphere  of  fear  and  unrest  among  the  citizens  of  Marshall. 

In  1995,  the  Redwood  River  was  again  flowing  at  capacity,  and  the  City  of 
Marshall  narrowly  avoided  a  disaster  worse  than  the  floods  of  either  1969  or  1993. 
From  9  to  15  inches  of  rain  fell  near  Montevideo,  Minnesota,  less  than  40  miles  from 
the  Redwood  Watershed  District.  If  the  storm  had  moved  only  a  few  miles  to  the 
southwest,  the  flood  waters  would  have  engulfed  the  City  at  a  rate  of  8,000  to  12,000 
cubic  feet  of  water  per  second.  This  is  a  much  greater  water  overflow  than  that 
which  occurred  in  the  disastrous  flooding  of  1969,  and  as  much  as  three  times 
greater  than  the  1993  floods. 

The  District  Office  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  provided  estimates  stating  that 
the  City  would  have  incurred  millions  in  property  damage,  and  that  flash  flooding  of 
this  nature  could  well  have  resulted  in  the  loss  of  lives.  Corps  officials  stated  that 
flash  flooding  of  this  magnitude  would  have  made  most  emergency  measures  futile. 
As  a  result  of  the  flat  terrain  in  and  around  the  City,  and  much  of  the  Marshall 
community  would  have  been  under  water. 

Project  Completion  Delayed  until  the  Year  2000: 

The  Marshall  City  Council  was  deeply  concerned  to  learn  in  a  presentation  by 
the  Corps'  St.  Paul  District  Office  in  February,  1996,  that  the  project  completion  date 
had  been  extended  to  the  fall  of  the  year  2000,  some  18  months  later  than 
previously  discussed.  Originally  scheduled  as  a  three-year  work  project,  there  was 
no  new  construction  on  the  schedule  for  FY  1997.  It  should  be  noted  that  Stage  I 
construction  work  planned  for  1996,  is  not  a  requisite  for  Stage  II  construction. 

The  new  schedule  delays  the  initiation  of  land  acquisition  for  nearly  a  year,  or 
until  after  the  plans  and  specifications  for  Stage  II  have  been  completed  by  March, 
1998.  All  Stage  II  construction  has  been  postponed  on  the  schedule  until  the  land 
acquisition  is  completed.  The  engineers,  in  developing  the  plans  and  specs  for 
Stage  II,  can  provide  a  "footprint"  of  the  site  by  the  summer  of  1996.  The  real  estate 
needs  for  the  north  end  of  the  project  can  be  acquired  in  3-4  months,  and  the  total 
land  and  acreage  obtained  for  the  project  in  nine  months  based  on  a  Fall,  1996 
start. 

Coordination  with  County  Ditch  No.  62  Drainage  System  Essential: 

In  addition  to  the  Marshall  Flood  Control  Project,  the  overall  protection  of  the 
City  requires  the  reconstruction  and  modification  of  the  storm  sewer  drainage  system 
concurrently  with  the  work  of  the  Corps.  The  examination  of  the  drainage  problems 
was  acknowledged  in  the  General  Design  Memorandum  developed  by  the  Corps  for 
Marshall,  but  is  not  included,  nor  is  it  a  part  of  the  funding  of  this  project. 

County  Ditch  No.  62  serves  as  the  storm  sewer  drainage  system  for  about 
60%  of  the  City's  corporate  limits.  The  Ditch  extends  along  the  northeast  part  of  the 
City,  in  close  proximity  to  the  levee  construction  required  for  the  Corps  flood  control 
project,  and  feeds  into  the  Redwood  River.  With  the  growth  of  the  community,  and 
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the  development  of  property  and  the  University  campus,  since  the  construction  of 
the  Ditch  in  1958-9,  the  flooding  problems  in  the  City  have  been  exacerbated  by  the 
lack  of  drainage  and  poor  water  movement  in  a  system  that  is  no  longer  adequate  for 
the  community.  Construction  is  scheduled  to  begin  in  the  Summer  of  1997. 

The  City  of  Marshall,  in  cooperation  with  Lyon  County  and  the  State  of 
Minnesota,  a  comprehensive  storm  water  system  has  been  planned,  designed,  and 
is  jointly  funded  by  FEMA,  the  State  of  Minnesota,  Lyon  County  and  the  City 
governments  at  a  total  cost  of  slightly  more  than  $3  million.  There  are  elements  of 
the  Storm  Sewer/Ditch  Project  that  are  closely  associated  with  the  Flood  Control 
Project. 

1 .  Construction  work  for  both  projects  will  be  required  in  the  same 
northeastern  section  of  the  City; 

2.  Ponding  areas  are  required  for  both  projects;  7  acres  for  the  flood  control 
project,  and  20  acres  for  the  CD.  No.  62  project.  Both  ponding  areas  will 
be  located  in  the  northeast  section  of  the  City. 

3.  The  CD.  No.  62  Project  must  remove  some  400,000  cubic  yards  of  soil 
from  the  ponding  area  and  the  ditch.  The  flood  control  project  may  require 
some  of  this  soil  as  fill,  and  topsoil  for  disturbed  areas.  The  Design 
Memorandum  calls  for  the  purchase  of  top  soil  from  local  suppliers. 

4.  Unless  flood  control  project  is  constructed  in  association  with  the  CD.  No. 
62  Project,  the  back  up  of  flood  waters  can  render  the  Ditch  improvements 
ineffective. 

5.  Both  projects  require  the  acquisition  of  real  estate  in  the  same  area.  By 
coordinating  these  efforts,  the  acquisition  of  property  can  be  accomplished 
more  effectively,  and  at  less  cost  to  both  the  projects.  The  lack  of 
coordination  between  the  two  projects  will  have  the  potential  to  create 
delay  factors  in  one  or  both  of  the  projects. 

The  coordinationjof  the  construction  of  these  two  water  resource  development 
projects  has  the  potential  for  reducing  costs,  and  avoiding  overlap  and  contradictions 
that  may  disrupt,  or  othenwise  delay  the  construction  of  either  or  both  projects.  An 
ineffective  drainage  system  can  defeat  the  purposes  of  the  flood  control  project,  and 
the  delayed  completion  of  the  flood  control  project  opens  the  possibility  of  damaging 
a  newly  constructed  drainage  system. 

Working  together,  the  goals  of  both  projects  can  be  accomplished  in  a  timely 
manner,  at  less  cost  to  governments  at  all  levels.  It  will,  however,  require  that  the 
Corps'  schedule  for  construction  of  the  Marshall  project  be  modified  somewhat  to 
accommodate  the  differences  in  the  project  time  lines.  Any  reductions  in  the  timeline 
of  the  project  can  be  accomplished  by  reducing  the  time  allocated  to  the  City  for  the 
purpose  of  real  estate  and  easement  acquisitions,  and  by  not  delaying  unnecessarily 
the  initiation  of  new  activities.  A  request  has  been  forwarded  to  the  St.  Paul  District 
Office  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  requesting  a  meeting  to  resolve  these 
differences,  and  to  move  fonward  to  complete  the  project  in  a  reasonable  and  timely 
manner. 
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Stage  II  -  Corps  Schedule  and  Costs 

Second  Project  Year  -  Federal  $2.8  million     Non-Federal  $1 .1  million 
Third  Project  Year  -  Federal  $2,992  million     Non-Federal  $1.17  million 


Major  Milestones 

Date  of  Action 

Completion  Date 

Plans  and  Specs  Initiated 

2/28/96 

Plans  and  Specs  Subnnrtted 

2/28/97 

... 

Plans  and  Specs  Approved 

*    *    * 

3/31/97 

Initiate  Real  Estate  Acquisition 

3/31/97 

*    *   * 

Real  Estate  Acquisiti  Complete 

... 

3/01/98 

Final  Real  Estate  certified/LERRD 

... 

3/01/99 

Construction  Contract  Advertised 

3/15/98 

.  . . 

Construction  Contract  Awarded 

4/30/98 

. . . 

Construction  Contract  Completed 

*  *  * 

9/30/00 

Project  Construction  Complete 

9/30/00 

The  City  believes  that  the  construction  of  Stage  II  can  and  should  be  awarded 
by  April  30,  1997,  thus  shortening  the  project  completion  date  by  one  full  year. 

•  The  Design  Memorandum  has  designated  the  approximate  number  of 
acres  for  which  fee  titles  would  be  needed  (109  acres),  perpetual  levee 
easements  (29  acres),  perpetual  channel  improvement  easements 

(41  acres),  dredged  material  disposal  site  (5  acres),  perpetual  flowage 
easements  (13),  and  temporary  construction  easements  (24  acres). 

•  The  "footprint"  for  the  construction  sites  can  be  provided  within  90  days  of 
the  initiation  of  the  Stage  II  plans  and  specifications  -  or  by  May  30, 1996, 
permitting  the  necessary  surveying  and  legal  work  to  begin  at  the  right 
time  of  year. 

•  The  City  can  complete  the  acquisition  of  property  and  easements  in  9 
months,  by  March  1 ,  1997,  at  the  same  time  the  plans  and  specifications 
for  Stage  II  construction  are  completed. 

•  According  to  the  Corps'  schedule,  a  construction  contract  will  be 
advertised  15  days  after  the  plans  and  specifications  are  completed,  or  on 
March  15,  1997,  and  awarded  on  April  30,  1997. 

Stage  II  construction  can  continue  from  May  1  through  October,  1997,  the 
"good  weather  months"  in  Minnesota,  moving  the  project  completion  date  fonA^ard  by 
one  full  year.  By  prorating  the  projected  costs  of  the  project  on  a  monthly  basis,  the 
work  will  require  about  half  of  the  $2.8  million  of  the  projected  costs  for  FY  1997,  or 
$1 .4  million  in  Federal  funds,  and  $550,000  in  non-Federal  funds. 

Benefits  Received  from  the  Accelerated  Schedule: 

The  benefits  achieved  by  the  modified  schedule  are  significant  for  the 
community  as  well  as  the  governmental  agencies  supporting  the  project. 

1 .  The  citizens  of  Marshall  and  their  property  will  be  protected  from  the 
severe  flooding  that  has  both  threatened  and  devastated  their  community 
in   recent  years. 
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2.  The  modified  schedule  will  permit  the  Flood  Control  Project  and  the  CD. 
No.  62  project  to  move  along  on  parallel  tracks,  avoiding  duplicative 
efforts,  and  providing  a  cost  savings  for  both  projects. 

3.  The  different  completion  dates  for  the  two  water  resources  project  create  a 
situation  where  the  construction  work  on  either  project  is  vulnerable  to  the 
elements  should  a  severe  Spring  run-off  or  heavy  rains  occur  during  the 
construction  period.  Such  an  event  would  result  in  certain  project  delays 
and  additional  project  costs. 

4.  The  real  estate  and  easement  acquisitions  will  move  much  more  quickly, 
efficiently,  less  costly,  and  with  less  problems  with  the  property  owners  if 
conducted  during  the  same  time  period  rather  than  a  year  apart  as  they 
are  now  scheduled. 

For  these  reasons,  we  respectfully  request  this  Subcommittee  to  provide  $1.4 
million  of  Federal  funds  in  the  FY  1997  Appropriations  Act  to  initiate  the  work 
required  under  Stage  II  of  the  Marshall  Flood  Control  Project.  Thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  bring  this  critical  matter  to  your  attention  through  this  statement.  I  will 
be  delighted  to  respond  to  any  questions  you  may  have  about  the  project 

Robert  J.  Byrnes,  Mayor 
City  of  Marshall,  Minnesota 
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Mr.  MiNGE.  I  would  like  to  request  permission  to  present  a  state- 
ment also. 

Mr.  Myers.  Without  objection,  you  can  send  it  in,  David,  and  it 
will  be  accepted. 

Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
SAVANNAH  HARBOR  AND  TYBEE  ISLAND  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  JACK  KINGSTON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  GEORGIA 

Mr.  Myers.  Ralph  Cox — Jack,  I  didn't  see  you.  If  you  would  hold 
on,  we  have  a  Member. 

We  usually  try  to  get  them  through  first. 

Mr.  Cox.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Myers.  Our  colleague  fi:-om  Greorgia,  Jack  Kingston.  Jack, 
your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

You  may  proceed  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Kingston.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  wanted  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Cox.  I  am  going  to  go  next  door  after- 
wards. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to  testify  before  you  regarding  the 
fund — harbor  maintenance  funding  for  the  Ports  of  Savannah  and 
Brunswick,  Georgia.  In  the  past,  this  committee  and  you  have 
shown  a  particular  interest  in  the  ports  on  the  East  Coast  of  Geor- 
gia. 

Brunswick  has  received  sufficient  funding  in  the  past  couple  of 
years,  but  Savannah  is  not — Savannah  is  the  largest  foreign  com- 
merce port  in  the  south  Atlantic,  moving  more  than  12  million  tons 
of  cargo  annually.  There  are  over  22  States  served  by  the  Port  of 
Savannah  at  a  cost  approaching  $210  million. 

Mr.  Rogers*  State  of  Kentucky,  for  example,  moves  iron  and  steel 
to  the  Toyota  plant  through  Savannah.  Mr,  Bevill's  State  of  Ala- 
bama gets  Mercedes  parts  through  Savannah.  Mr.  Chapman's 
State  in  Texas  gets  explosives  or  sends  explosives  through  the  Port 
of  Savannah.  So  it  is  something  this  committee  has  particular  in- 
terest in. 

It  is  also  utilized  by  the  24th  Infantry  Division  and  the  18th  Air- 
borne Division  in  times  of  national  emergency.  For  example,  during 
Desert  Storm/Desert  Shield,  the  troops  deployed  out  of  Savannah. 

In  the  last  2  years,  the  Corps  has  run  out  of  money  in  the  middle 
of  the  year  for  harbor  maintenance  and  last  year  Savannah  was 
kept  in  limbo  while  the  port  had  to  look  for  various  surplus  money 
in  other  departments  trying  to  move  it  in  there.  But  they  were  able 
to  reprogram  some  money  to  Savannah,  but  now  Savannah  and 
Brunswick  are  in  limbo  again  and  we  are  not  certain  what  the  im- 
mediate answer  is  going  to  be  unless  the  Corps  can  continue  to  re- 
direct some  funds,  maybe  through  Brunswick  to  Savannah  in  the 
middle  of  the  year. 

But  what  this  is  leading  to  is  that  the — that  the  Corps  will  not 
request  sufficient  funds  for  Savannah  for  the  fiscal  year  1997. 
There  is  no  reason  why  the  businesses  that  are  served  by  the  port 
and  our  24th  Army  Division,  18th  Division,  should  be  put  in  this 
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position  one  more  year.  If  it  is  not  dredged,  ships,  including  mili- 
tary vessels,  will  not  be  able  to  get  in  and  out.  So  we  are  request- 
ing sufficient  funding  of  $16  million  to  be  budgeted  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  Savannah  and  $3.4  million  for  the  maintenance  of  Bruns- 
wick. 

And  also,  I  am  here  to  request  funding  for  the  Tybee  Island 
Beach  renourishment,  if  the  934  study  is  authorized  by  the  Trans- 
portation and  Infrastructure  Committee.  Authorization  has  been 
pending  since  last  year  and  the  Transportation  Committee  is  ex- 
pected to  complete  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  this 
spring. 

Tybee's  economy  depends  on  the  beach  which  has  experienced  se- 
rious erosion  in  recent  years.  The  renourishment  is  justified  under 
the  new  Federal  policy  that  states  that  beach  erosion  projects  must 
have  at  least  50  percent  damage  reduction  benefits  in  order  to  be 
economically  justified,  and  that  is  the  case.  The  total  Federal  share 
of  renourishment  will  be  $4,665  million,  which  includes  plans, 
specs  and  construction. 

And,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  again  thank  you  for  all  your  past  support 
and  request  your  consideration  this  year. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you.  Jack,  for  your  fine  statement.  We 
will  be  glad  to  work  with  you. 

Mr.  Kingston.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Kingston  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  FOR  REPRESENTATIVE  JACK  KINGSTON 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMnTEE 

MARCH  5,  1996 


Summary: 

Savamiah  Harbor  Maintanence  $16  million 

Bnmswick  Harbor  Maintanence  $  3.4  million 

Tybee  Island  Beach  Renourishment  $  4.665  million 
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Mr  Chairman,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  testify  before  your  Subcommittee 
today.   I  appear  before  you  to  ask  for  sufficient  funding  for  harbor  maintenance  for  the 
Ports  of  Savannah  and  Brunswick,  Georgia.   While  the  Port  of  Brunswick  has  received 
sufficient  funding  in  previous  years,  the  Port  of  Savannah  has  not.   The  Port  of 
Savannah  is  the  largest  foreign  commerce  port  in  the  South  Atlantic  moving  more  than 
12  million  tons  of  cargo  annually.   There  are  over  22  states  served  by  the  Port  of 
Savannah  with  a  cost  impact  approaching  $210  million.   Mr.  Rogers  State  of  Kentucky 
moves  iron  and  steel  to  the  Toyota  plant  through  Savannah.   Mr.  Bevill's  State  of 
Alabama  has  received  parts  for  the  Mercedes  plant  through  Savannah.   Mr.  Chapman's 
Texas  sends  explosives  through  the  Port  of  Savannah.   Additionally,  the  Port  is  utilized 
by  the  24th  Infantry  Division  and  18th  Airborne  corps  in  times  of  national  emergency. 
In  fact,  during  Desert  Shield/Desert  Storm,  the  military  deployed  33  military  sealift 
command  vessels  loaded  with  equipment,  supplies,  and  personnel  through  the  Port  of 
Savannah.   The  18th  Airborne  is  the  first  unit  called  upon  in  a  national  emergency. 

For  the  last  two  years,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  run  out  of  money  in  the 
middle  of  the  fiscal  year  for  maintenance  of  the  Savannah  harbor.   Last  year, 
businesses,  not  only  in  Savannah,  but  also  in  the  22  states  served  by  the  Port,  were  kept 
in  lunbo  while  the  Corps  searched  for  surplus  funds  at  other  Ports.   Thankfully,  the 
Corps  was  able  to  find  excess  funds  that  could  be  reprogrammed  to  Savannah.   This 
year,  both  the  Savannah  and  Brunswick  ports  are  in  limbo  again  and  an  immediate 
solution  does  not  seem  to  be  on  the  horizon.   To  keep  the  Savannah  port  operating  the 
Corps  has  redirected  funds  from  the  maintenance  of  the  Brunswick  harbor  to  the 
Savannah  harbor  which  means  that  maintenance  of  the  Brunswick  harbor  will  not 
happen  this  year. 

All  of  this  leads  me  to  my  concern  for  this  fiscal  year  -  that  the  Corps  will  not 
request  the  sufficient  amount  for  Savannah  for  fiscal  year  1997.   There  is  no  reason  why 
the  businesses  that  are  served  by  the  Port  and  our  Army  24th  and  18th  Division  should 
be  put  in  such  a  precarious  position  year  after  year.   If  the  harbor  is  not  dredged, 
ships,  including  military  vessels,  will  not  be  able  to  get  in  or  get  out.   I  request  that 
sufficient  funding  of  $16  million  be  budgeted  for  the  maintenance  of  the  Savannah 
Harbor  and  $  3.4  million  for  the  Brunswick  Harbor. 

I  am  also  here  to  request  funding  for  the  Tybee  Island  beach  renourishment  if 
the  934  study  is  authorized  by  the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure  Committee. 
Authorization  has  been  pending  since  last  year  and  the  Transportation  Committee  is 
expected  to  complete  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  this  spring.   Tybee's 
economy  depends  on  the  beach  which  has  experienced  serious  erosion  in  recent  years. 
The  renourishment  is  justified  under  the  new  federal  policy  which  states  that  beach 
erosion  projects  must  have  at  least  50%  damage  reduction  benefits  in  order  to  be 
economically  justified.   The  total  federal  share  of  renourishment  vtill  be  $4,665  million 
which  includes  plans,  specifications,  and  construction. 

Thank  you  again  for  allowing  me  to  appear  before  your  Subcommittee  and  for 
your  consideration  of  my  request. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
BOSTON  HARBOR  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

RALPH  COX,  MARITIME  DIRECTOR,  MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHOR- 
ITY 

Mr,  Myers.  Mr.  Cox,  we  will  hear  you  again. 

I  know  Jack  is  in  another  committee. 

Mr.  Cox.  I  don't  mind  waiting. 

Mr.  JCiNGSTON.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record 
and  you  may  proceed  for  5  minutes  as  you  would  like. 

Mr.  Cox.  OK. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  thank  you  and  the  members  of  the 
subcommittee  for  having  me  here  today.  We  have  the  written  testi- 
mony, and  I  am  not  going  to  read  it  and  just  sort  of  tell  you  a  little 
story,  I  hope. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Cox  follows:] 
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Good  afternoon,  Mr  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee    My  name  is  Ralph 
Cox  and  I  am  the  Maritime  Director  of  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  (Massport)    I  want  to 
thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today    While  my  written  testimony  describes 
the  Boston  Harbor  Improvement  Project  in  greater  detail,  I  would  like  to  summarize  my  remarks 
here  today 

The  Port  of  Boston  is  one  of  the  oldest  international  ports  in  the  nation,  having  served  US 
commerce  for  over  300  years    Our  primary  activities  are  related  to  the  transport  of  bulk  cargo, 
particularly  petroleum  and  scrap  metal,  and  containerized  freight    In  1995,  the  port  handled  over 
1  1  million  tons  of  containerized  cargo  which  represented  87  percent  of  our  business    We  are  the 
largest  port  in  New  England  and  serve  over  13  million  residents  of  the  six  New  England  states. 

As  Secretary  of  Transportation  Pena  recently  observed,  the  nation  is  currently 
experiencing  a  "dredging  crisis"  that  is  in  reality  an  "economic  crisis  "  I  am  pleased  to  report  to 
you  today  that  we  at  Massport  are  poised  to  embark  on  a  project  that  is  designed  to  alleviate  both 
conditions  Nearly  three  decades  in  its  conception,  the  Boston  Harbor  Navigation  Improvement 
and  Berth  Dredging  Project  is  designed  to  deepen  three  tributary  channels  of  Boston  Harbor  to 
depths  of  40,  40,  and  38  feet,  respectively  To  better  illustrate  the  project's  scope,  the  attached 
chart  shows  which  areas  are  to  be  deepened 


OPERATING  BOSTON  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  •  PORT  OF  BOSTON  GENERAL  CARGO  AND  PASS^ER  TERMINALS  •  TOBIN  MEMORIAL  BRIDGE 
HANSCOM  FIELD  •  BOSTON  FISH  PIER  •  COMMONWEALTH  PIER 
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Specifically,  the  Reserved  Channel  and  Mystic  River  will  be  deepened  to  40  feet    This  is 
necessary  so  that  larger  deep  draft  vessels,  which  are  currently  used  in  the  international  container 
business,  can  be  fully  accommodated.  The  Port  of  Boston  serves  vessel  traflSc  on  the  North 
Atlantic  routes    Currently,  deep  draft  vessels  may  incur  several  hours  of  tidal  delay  in  order  to 
call  on  the  port    If  the  necessary  dredging  does  not  take  place  at  Boston  and  shipping  lines  are 
forced  to  continue  to  wait  for  the  high  tide,  the  port  will  certainly  see  a  reduction  in  direct  vessel 
calls    Currently,  when  weather  conditions  play  havoc  with  shipping  schedules  by  delaying  transit 
across  the  Atlantic,  many  carriers  choose  not  to  call  on  Boston  because  of  the  additional  delay 
This  situation  only  serves  to  increase  shipping  costs  and  ultimately  those  paid  by  consumers. 

In  addition,  the  Chelsea  Creek  will  be  deepened  to  38  feet  so  that  nearby  transfer  facilities 
will  be  able  to  accommodate  the  deeper  draft  oil  tankers  which  are  used  to  carry  petroleum  to 
locations  throughout  New  England    Today,  heavily  loaded  oil  tankers  must  also  wait  for  the  tidal 
change,  or  be  "lightered"  by  off-loading  petroleum  onto  barges    As  you  might  suspect,  this 
transfer  process  is  highly  ineflRcient  and  substantially  more  costly    While  every  precaution  is  taken 
to  ensure  otherwise,  lightering  does  add  considerably  to  the  risk  of  an  oil  spill  within  Boston's 
inner  harbor 

To  address  the  problems  discussed  above,  the  Boston  Harbor  Improvement  Project  was 
conceived  in  1968  and  provided  for  by  Congressional  resolution.  The  necessity  of  deepening 
Boston's  navigation  channels  received  further  support  from  the  Congress  when  it  authorized  that 
activity  as  part  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1990.  In  its  report,  the  House 
Committee  on  Pubhc  Works  and  Transportation  recognized  that  the  timely  completion  of  the 
projea  was  indeed  critical  to  the  maintenance  and  growth  of  the  Port    By  extension,  increased 
efficiency  at  the  Port  will  also  contribute  greatly  to  the  economic  growth  of  the  Commonwealth 
and  the  region. 

The  total  cost  of  the  Boston  Harbor  Project  is  $73  2  million    Of  this  amount,  $36  4 
million  is  necessary  for  maintenance  dredging  of  the  federal  navigation  channels  to  their 
previously  authorized  depths;  $30  5  million  is  necessary  for  the  additional  deepening  of  those 
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same  channels,  as  well  as  beneficiary  berths,  and  $6.3  million  is  necessary  for  deepening  other 
Massport  and  privately-owned  berths. 

I  am  appearing  before  vou  today  to  request  that  the  subcommittee  provide  the  US  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps)  with  $18  7  million  in  fiscal  year  1997  to  specifically  implement  the 
Boston  Harbor  Improvement  Project.  Such  an  appropriation  would  enable  both  the  Corps  and 
Massport  to  begin  work  on-schedule  and  would  allow  for  completion  approximately  18  months 
later 

The  total  non-federal  share  of  this  project  is  estimated  to  be  over  $28  million   You  should 
know  that  both  Massport  and  the  Commonwealth  have  dedicated  themselves  to  securing  all  of  the 
necessary  financial  resources  for  the  local  share  before  approaching  the  federal  government  for  a 
funding  commitment    Governor  William  Weld  and  the  Massachusetts  state  legislature  have 
provided  continuous  support  for  the  project    To  this  end,  the  legislature  recently  enacted  a 
Seaport  Bond  Bill  which  included  a  $15  million  earmark  specifically  for  the  dredging  of  Boston 
Harbor. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  later  this  month  the  subcommittee  will  receive  testimony  fi^om 
the  Corps  regarding  its  fimding  request  for  fiscal  year  1997    As  of  this  writing,  Massport  has  not 
been  informed  whether  or  not  the  Corps  will  request  fiinding  specifically  for  the  Boston  Project 
It  is  our  understanding,  however,  that  the  Corps'  regional  office  has  submitted  the  necessary 
documentation  to  ensure  that  a  funding  request  can  indeed  be  submitted  for  the  upcoming  fiscal 
year. 

We  at  Massport  do  realize  that  budgetary  constraints  need  to  be  taken  into  consideration 
by  your  subcommittee   We  would  simply  urge  you  to  consider  the  amount  of  eflfort  that  has 
already  been  made  to  ensure  that  the  most-cost  effective,  environmentally  sound  processes  are 
used  to  deepen  the  Port's  channels  and  dispose  of  the  dredged  materials 

A  final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  was  filed  on  the  Boston  Project  in  June,  1995 
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In  addition  to  the  Corps'  and  the  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  the  EIR  has  received 
enthusiastic  support  from  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  Office  of 
Coastal  Zone  Management,  and  several  local  environmental  groups    As  you  may  know,  the 
dredging  process  is  both  costly  and  complicated  because  much  of  the  sediment  on  the  bottom  of 
Boston's  harbor  is  heavily  contaminated  with  a  variety  of  pollutants    Unlike  many  of  its  fellow 
ports,  however,  Boston  has  developed  a  locally-endorsed  and  locally-based  solution  to  meet  its 
disposal  requirements 

Massport  convened  a  dredging  advisory  committee  early  in  the  environmental  process  and 
has  continued  to  work  very  closely  with  all  of  the  parties  who  have  sought  participation  in  the 
project's  decision-making  process    Dredging  implementation  plans  and  disposal  solutions  were 
developed  with  the  active  involvement  of  both  regulators  and  advocacy  groups    I  am  pleased  to 
report  that  the  project  is  now  ready  to  move  forward  with  their  endorsement. 

The  Boston  project  will  dispose  of  contaminated  sediments  in-channel,  in  cells  dug  within 
and  below  the  inner  harbor  areas  that  are  scheduled  for  deepening    Special  precautions  will  be 
taken  during  both  dredging  and  disposal  to  minimize  the  impact  of  the  project  on  water  quality 
and  marine  life    The  project  will  also  employ  a  closed  "environmental  bucket"  to  remove  the 
dredged  material  and  will  utilize  silt  curtains  during  disposal,  as  appropriate    The  project  will  also 
hire  an  independent  contractor,  in  addition  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  resident  engineer,  to 
monitor  all  dredging  and  disposal  sites  for  their  impact  on  migratory  fish 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  identified  the  project's  incorporation  of  the  in-channel 
disposal  option  as,  "the  most  economically  and  environmentally  feasible  alternative  available" 
Both  the  Corps  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  recognize  that  ocean  disposal  would 
only  be  available  for  a  small  percentage  of  dredged  material,  approximately  $2  million  cubic  yards 
of  uncontaminated  rock  and  blue  clay    Politically  and  environmentally,  ocean  disposal  of  Boston 
Harbor's  remaining  contaminated  material  is  quite  unacceptable    Therefore,  Massport  is  proud  to 
have  developed  a  workable  solution  to  the  problem  of  dredged  material  disposal 
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Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  know,  New  England  has  an  extensive  heritage  of  both  fishing  and 
waterbome  commerce,  and  the  Boston  Harbor  Improvement  Project  will  go  to  great  lengths  to 
maintain  the  integrity  of  both    Again,  I  would  simply  urge  the  subcommittee  to  continue  a  history 
of  strong  Congressional  support  for  this  project  by  providing  for  an  adequate  level  of  funding 
during  fiscal  year  1997    Quite  fl-ankly,  without  a  commitment  by  the  federal  government  to 
provide  funding  in  the  next  fiscal  year,  implementation  of  Boston's  project  will  have  to  be 
delayed    We  feel  that  the  costs  associated  with  such  a  delay,  after  taking  inflation  into  account 
and  factoring  in  the  Port's  contribution  to  the  local  economy,  may  nearly  total  the  amount  of  our 
funding  request. 

We  have  a  well-scoped  project  that  is  long  overdue  and  ready  to  go  --  thirteen  million 
people  and  300  years  of  history  deserve  no  less   Thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  I  would 
be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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Mr.  Myers.  We  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Cox.  I  know  you  do.  I  know  you  hear  written  testimonies. 

Just  to  brief  you  on  the  Port  of  Boston,  our  primary  activities  are 
bulk  cargo,  particularly  petroleum,  scrap  metal  and  containerized 
freight.  In  1995,  we  handled  1.1  million  tons  of  containerized  cargo, 
represents  80  percent  of  our  business  in  the  port,  the  largest  port 
in  New  England  and  serves  13  million  residents  of  the  six  New 
England  States. 

I  would  like  to  just  concur  with  the  statement  recently  by  Sec- 
retary Peiia  that  the  Nation  is  experiencing  a  dredging  crisis  that 
is  in  fact  an  economic  crisis.  We  have  a  project  that  was  first  iden- 
tified by  the  Corps  in  1968  and  supported  and  provided  for  in  a 
Congressional  Resolution  that  is  ready  to  go,  and  will  alleviate  both 
the  dredging  and  economic  crisis  that  we  are  really  facing  up  in 
New  England. 

In  1990,  the  project  received  further  support  by  congressional  au- 
thorization in  the  1990  Water  Resource  Development  Act.  And 
again,  I  want  to  emphasize  that  our  crisis  of  dredging  is,  in  fact, 
real. 

In  the  last  3  years,  we  have  had  12  bypasses  by  container  ships 
that  call  on  the  port.  We  are  first  port  of  call  in  from  Europe.  They 
come  in  fully  loaded.  And  12  bypasses  is  really  quite  a  lot  when 
you  consider  just-in-time  deliveries,  and  it  is  completely  unaccept- 
able really  to  the  import/export  community  as  well  as  the  carrier 
community  and  it  is  causing  a  bit  of  havoc  up  our  way. 

We  have  the  petroleum  tankers  that  have  to  loiter  in  our  rather 
pristine  outer  harbor,  which  has  the  environmental  community 
rather  concerned  because  of  the — just  the  nature  of  a  potential  ac- 
cident that  would  cause.  And  we  have,  as  a  first  port  inbound,  been 
negotiating  or  had  been  talking  with  carriers  from  Southeast  Asia, 
as  well  as  a  European  carrier,  about  calling  on  a  port,  on  a  last 
port  outbound,  which  they  can't  consider  when  they  have  to  hear 
that  they  have  to  wait  for  a  certain  tide  in  which  to  first  call  on 
our  port.  So  those  are  very  real  problems  that  have  an  impact  on 
our  regional  economy  and  to  the  importers  and  exporters  who  are 
trying  to  both  receive  their  and  deliver  their  products  on  a  just-in- 
time  inventory  system,  which  is  the  norm  today. 

From  1990  to  1992,  the  project  was  really  floundering  and  we 
took  what  I  think  is  somewhat  of  a  novel  approach  in  that  we  set 
up  a  dredging  advisory  group  consisting  of  the  Corps,  Mass.  Port, 
State  and  Federal  regulatory  agents,  reps  of  the  environmental 
constituency  groups,  which  in  that  period  from  1992  to  1995  really 
brought  a  complete  focus  to  the  problem,  and  more  importantly,  to 
the  solution  of  our  dredging  project. 

Our  final  environmental  impact  report  has  identified  a  solution 
to  our  dredging  project  and  has  received  rather  enthusiastic  sup- 
port and  endorsement  from  the  Corps,  the  EPA,  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection  and  the  Mass.  Coastal 
Zone  Management,  local  environmental  constituency  groups,  the 
governor,  the  mayor.  State  legislators,  and  I  think  when  you  go 
through  your  hearings  you  might  find  it  a  little  bit  unprecedented 
in  this  country  to  have  everybody,  in  fact,  endorsing  a  dredging  so- 
lution. 
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Further,  and  unlike  many  projects,  we  have  the  local  non-Federal 
cost  share  in  place  ready  to  go. 

As  you  know,  I  am  here  to  request  that  the  subcommittee  pro- 
vide the  U.S.  Army  Corps  with  $18.7  million  for  fiscal  year  1997, 
to  specifically  implement  the  Boston  Harbor  Improvement  Project. 
This  appropriation  would  enable  the  Corps  and  Mass.  Port  to  begin 
to  work  on  a  schedule  and  allow  for  completion  in  approximately 
18  months. 

We  at  Mass.  Port  recognize  and  realize  that  budgetary  con- 
straints need  to  be  taken  into  consideration  and  just  simply  urge 
you  to  consider  the  amount  of  effort  that  has  already  been  made 
to  ensure  that  the  most  cost-effective  and  environmentally  sound 
processes  will  be  used  to  deepen  the  port's  channels  and  dispose  of 
the  dredge  material. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again,  I  urge  the  subcommittee  to  continue  the 
history  of  strong  congressional  support  for  this  project  by  providing 
adequate  level  of  funding  during  tWs  fiscal  year  1997. 

I  think  I  can  say  with  100  percent  surety,  that  without  the  com- 
mitment of  the  Federal  Government  to  provide  the  funding  in  the 
next  fiscal  year,  this  project  will  be  delayed  and  probably — I  hate 
to  use  the  word  "abandoned."  It  is  just  that  much  of  the  scientific 
data  becomes  useless  after  awhile  and  they  want  you  to  go  back 
and  start  studying  it,  and  I  would  say  we  are  at  the  end  of  the  line 
here. 

We  have  put  in  a  great — a  great  effort,  good-faith  effort,  by  ev- 
erybody concerned  into  the  project,  they  have  endorsed  it  and  I 
would  like  to  just  think  our  time  has  come.  I  hope  you  will  give 
us  serious  consideration. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  fine  testimony,  Mr. 
Cox,  and  apologize  to  you  for  the  switching  around. 

Mr.  Cox.  No  apologies. 

I  want  to  wish  you  well  in  your  retirement,  well  deserved. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Cox.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Is  Dr.  Kerry  Sublette  in  the  room  with  Environ- 
mental Engineering? 

Are  there  any  witnesses  in  the  room  that  are  going  to  be  on  this 
afternoon,  who  would  like  to  move  up? 

I  guess  we  will  adjourn. 

Well,  the  committee  will  stand  in  recess  then  until  we  get  some 
Members  here. 

Well,  we  will  stand  in  recess  then  until  we  find  someone  who 
wants  to  testify. 

[Recess.] 


Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
SAN  JUAN  HARBOR  DEEP  DRAFT  NAVIGATION  PROJECT 

WITNESS 
HON.  CARLOS  ROMERO-BARCELO,  PUERTO  RICO 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  resume  hearings. 

We  are  pleased  to  hear  from  our  colleague  from  Puerto  Rico. 
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Mr.  Romero-Barcelo.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members 
of  the  committee. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  the  subcommittee 
today  on  a  project  of  critical  importance  to  Puerto  Rico,  which  is 
the  San  Juan  Harbor  Deep  Draft  Navigation  Project.  And  the  San 
Juan  Harbor  is  the  most  important  port  in  Puerto  Rico  and  one  of 
the  10  largest  ports  in  the  United  States. 

It  is  our  only  North  Coast  port  affording  protection  in  all  types 
of  weather,  and  the  San  Juan  Harbor  handles  over  75  percent  of 
Puerto  Rico's  nonpetroleum  commerce,  more  than  13  million  tons 
annually.  Unfortunately,  San  Juan  Harbor  is  constrained  by  the 
depth  of  its  navigation  channel.  At  the  present  time,  San  Juan  can 
accommodate  ships  with  drafts  no  greater  than  38  feet. 

This  limit  is  resulting  in  substantial  business  going  to  non-Amer- 
ican ports  in  the  Caribbean,  including  Kingston,  Jamaica  and 
Bridgetown,  Barbados.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  estimated  that 
approximately  $10  million  in  annual  benefits  is  being  lost  to  Puerto 
Rico  and  that  even  worse,  navigational  safety  is  being  com- 
promised. 

The  San  Juan  Harbor  Deep  Draft  Navigation  Project  is  not  a 
new  project.  The  original  plans  drives  from  a  1974  recommendation 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  was  fully  authorized  by  the  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  of  1996,  pursuant  to  a  design  that  was 
completed  in  1982. 

Following  its  authorization,  a  general  reevaluation  and  environ- 
mental assessment  was  conducted,  which  led  to  considerable  cost 
savings  and  several  modifications  to  improve  safety  and  navigation. 
When  that  general  reevaluation  was  completed  in  March  of  1994, 
the  overall  cost  of  the  project  was  reduced  from  $72.3  million  to 
$43.9  million,  a  savings  of  over  $28  million  from  the  amount  au- 
thorized in  1986.  Despite  these  savings,  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
failed  to  include  this  project  in  its  fiscal  year  1996  new  starts  be- 
cause of  the  legal  technicality  caused  by  one  of  the  proposed  modi- 
fications, which  would  increase  the  depth  of  the  outer  bar  channel 
by  3  feet  for  a  length  of  about  300  yards.  This  single  modification, 
in  the  view  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  was  sufficient  to  require  con- 
gressional approval  before  the  Corps  could  commence  this  project. 

The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1994,  which  passed  the 
House  but  was  not  enacted,  included  a  provision  that  would  have 
rectified  this  technicality.  It  provided  that  the  San  Juan  Harbor 
Project  would  be  modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary  to  implement 
the  project  in  accordance  with  the  General  Reevaluation  Report 
and  Environmental  Assessment  dated  March  1994,  at  a  cost  of 
$45,457,000,  with  an  estimated  Federal  cost  of  $28,251,000,  and  an 
estimated  non-Federal  cost  of  $17,206,000. 

The  San  Juan  Harbor  project  has  a  benefit-to-cost  ratio  of  well 
over  2  to  1.  Every  year  that  this  project  is  delayed  costs  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  United  States  millions  of  dollars  in  transportation 
savings  and  increases  the  risks  of  an  accident.  I  strongly  believe 
that  the  continued  delaying  of  a  project  with  such  positive  economic 
benefits,  because  of  a  technicality,  is  precisely  the  kind  of  bureau- 
cratic red  tape  and  regulatory  inefficiency  that  this  Congress  is 
dedicated  to  eliminating. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  this  project  is  the  most  important  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers project  in  Puerto  Rico  today  and  one  of  the  most  important 
water  transportation  projects  that  Puerto  Rico  has  ever  under- 
taken. The  Government  of  Puerto  Rico  is  ready  to  commit  its  share 
of  the  funding  immediately  because  of  the  enormous  benefits  that 
would  accrue  to  keep  San  Juan  as  one  of  the  great  ports  of  the 
United  States  and  the  gateway  to  the  Caribbean.  Any  further  delay 
is  extremely  detrimental  to  the  growth  of  Puerto  Rico's  economy 
and  to  U.S.  trade. 

Let  me  finish  by  urging  this  committee  to  include  in  the  fiscsd 
year  1997  appropriations  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  sufficient 
funds  to  initiate  construction  of  the  San  Juan  Harbor  Navigational 
Project. 

And  again,  thank  you  for  your  interest  in  this  project  and  I  look 
forward  to  continuing  our  work  together  in  this  and  other  matters. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Carlos.  I  appreciate  your  statement. 

Mr.  Romero-Barcelo.  Thank  you. 


Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 

INTEGRATED  PETROLEUM  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSORTIUM 

WITNESS 

KERRY  L.  SUBLETTE,  SARKEYS  PROFESSOR  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  EN- 
GINEERING, UNIVERSITY  OF  TULSA 

Mr.  Myers.  Again,  is  Dr.  Kerry  Sublette  in  the  room  yet? 

Would  you  like  to  come  forward. 

Professor  of  Environmental  Engineering,  Center  for  Environ- 
mental Research  and  Technology,  University  of  Tulsa. 

Pleased  to  have  you. 

Your  prepared  statement.  Professor,  will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

You  may  proceed  for  5  minutes  as  you  would  like. 

Mr.  Sublette.  Yes. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

I  have  a  written  statement  that  we  are  submitting  the  necessary 
copies.  I  have  a  short  statement  I  would  like  to  read  into  the  record 
with  your  permission. 

Mr.  Chairman,  declining  price  of  crude  oil  and  the  increasing 
cost  of  compliance  of  environmental  regulations  have  combined  to 
produce  a  significant  decrease  in  domestic  oil  production  in  the 
United  States.  The  major  oil  companies  have  scaled  back  their  do- 
mestic operations  and  refocused  that  exploration  of  production  ac- 
tivities on  foreign  resources. 

The  8,000  independent  producers  are  faced  with  only  two  op- 
tions, one,  producing  from  the  domestic  resource  base  or,  two,  going 
out  of  business.  At  the  same  time,  independents  are  increasingly 
the  inheritors  of  mature  fields  and  resolvers  left  behind  by  the  ma- 
jors. Yet  compared  to  the  major  producer,  the  independent  pro- 
ducer is  the  most  vulnerable  to  the  declining  price  of  oil  and  gas 
and  the  cost  of  environmental  compliance  and  unfavorable  tax  poli- 
cies. 

The  independent  producer  has  only  one  source  of  revenue  and 
that  is  the  sale  of  oil  and  gas.  There  is  no  vertical  depth  to  his 
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business.  These  factors  have  combined  to  not  only  greatly  reduce 
the  number  of  new  wells  drilled,  but  also  to  accelerate  the  plugging 
of  marginal  or  stripper  wells. 

In  the  United  States,  a  stripper  well  is  plugged  every  30  min- 
utes. At  the  same  time,  new  well  completions  in  the  United  States 
are  at  a  45-year  low. 

Clearly,  this  trend  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United  States 
in  terms  of  energy  self-sufficiency  or  national  security.  We  are 
turning  over  the  control  of  our  cost  of  production  in  terms  of  energy 
costs  to  foreign  interests.  If  domestic  exploration  and  production 
and  refining  are  to  continue  to  play  a  strategic  role  in  meeting  U.S. 
energy  needs,  the  domestic  petroleum  producer  will  require  access 
to  low-cost  technology  for  waste  minimization  and  environmental 
remediation. 

A  reduction  in  environmental  compliance  costs  will  have  the 
greatest  impact  on  the  national  economy  when  applied  at  this  level, 
the  level  of  the  extraction  industries.  Lower  energy  costs  will  make 
all  industry  more  competitive. 

For  strategic  and  economic  reasons,  the  U.S.  petroleum  industry 
must  be  able  to  compete  with  foreign  producers.  A  major  sector  of 
our  economy  and  our  national  interests  are  clearly  at  stake. 

The  strategic  ports — ^the  importance  of  this  industry  requires 
that  industry,  government  and  academia  combine  their  resources 
and  coordinate  their  efforts  towards  finding  solutions  for  environ- 
mental problems  that  represent  the  greatest  challenge  to  the  com- 
petitiveness of  the  domestic  industry. 

The  success  of  this  eflFort  will  not  only  stimulate  jobs  in  this  in- 
dustry sector  but  also  contribute  in  a  large  way  to  the  environ- 
mental health  of  the  Nation.  In  response  to  this  problem,  four 
major  universities  in  the  oil-  and  gas-producing  States  of  Oklahoma 
and  Arkansas  have  joined  together  to  form  the  Integrated  Petro- 
leum Environmental  Consortium. 

The  mission  of  IPEC  is  to  increase  the  competitiveness  of  the  do- 
mestic petroleum  industry  through  a  reduction  in  the  cost  of  com- 
pliance to  U.S.  environmental  regulations.  Objectives  specific  to 
meeting  this  goal  are  to  develop — the  development  of  cost-effective 
environmental  technologies,  to  meet  regulatory  challenges  to  the 
competitiveness  of  the  domestic  industry,  training  of  environmental 
professionals  as  an  investment  in  technology  and  policy  develop- 
ment, dissemination  of  information  regarding  technology  develop- 
ment and  legal  and  regulatory  issues  and  acting  as  a  resource  to 
Congress  and  Federal  and  State  regulatory  agencies  and  the  do- 
mestic petroleum  industry  to  provide  an  objective  assessment  of  ex- 
isting and  proposed  environmental  regulations  on  the  basis  of  a 
cost-benefit  and  risk  analysis. 

The  integrated  petroleum  environmental  consortium  is  a  consor- 
tium of  four  universities,  as  I  have  said,  in  Oklahoma  and  Arkan- 
sas, the  University  of  Texas — excuse  me,  the  University  of  Tulsa, 
the  University  of  Oklahoma,  Oklahoma  State  University  and  the 
University  of  Arkansas.  The  operational  activities  of  IPEC  will  be 
directed  by  an  executive  committee  composed  of  two  faculty  mem- 
bers and  one  research  administrator  from  each  of  these  four  uni- 
versities. 
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The  Chair  of  the  executive  committee  will  rotate  annually  among 
the  participating  universities.  Importantly,  the  executive  committee 
will  be  advised  by  the  industrial  advisory  board  composed  of  tech- 
nical, legal  and  business  environmental  professionals  from  the 
major  oil  companies  and  the  independent  producers. 

The  industrial  advisory  board  will  have  the  last  word  on  funding 
decisions  for  technology  development  projects.  If  in  the  opinion  of 
the  advisory  board  a  proposed  project  does  not  help  fulfill  the  mis- 
sion of  the  consortium,  it  will  not  be  funded.  All  four  of  the  IPEC 
universities  have  signed  a  memorandum  of  understanding  forming 
IPEC  and  agreeing  to  this  organizational  and  operating  structure. 

IPEC  is  seeking  a  $4  million  appropriation  for  fiscal  year  1997 
and  the  succeeding  fiscal  years  of  1998,  1999,  2000,  2001,  through 
the  Department  of  Energy.  The  consortium  will  be  responsible  for 
private  sector  and  State  support  of  no  less  than  25  percent  of  Fed- 
eral appropriations  in  fiscal  year  1997,  and  an  average  of  50  per- 
cent of  Federal  appropriations  over  a  5-year  period. 

The  consortium  will  be  subject  to  review  as  of  September  30th, 
1998,  and  each  12-month  period  thereafter  to  ensure  the  effective- 
ness— to  ensure  the  effective  production  of  data,  regulatory  assess- 
ments and  technology  development,  meeting  the  stated  goals  of  the 
consortium. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you  very  much  for  your  statement,  pro- 
fessor. 

[The  statements  of  Mr.  Sublette  and  the  Honorable  Steve 
Largent  follow:] 
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Testimony  Presented  to  the 

House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water 

for  Fiscal  Year  1997 

by 

The  Integrated  Petroleum  Environmental  Consortium 

Witness:  Kerry  L.  Sublette 

Sarkeys  Professor  of  Environmental  Engineering 

University  of  Tulsa 

//  is  proposed  that  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy  establish  and  support  a 
focused,   university-based  program,   the  Integrated  Petroleum   Environmental 
Consortium  (IPEC),  with  the  goal  of  increasing  the  competitiveness  of  the 
domestic  petroleum  industry  through  a  reduction  in  the  cost  of  compliance  with 
U.S.   environmental  regulations.      Federal  support  is  specifically  requested  as 
part  of  the  FY  1997  appropriation  for  the  Department  of  Energy  through  the 
BER  account  or  other  source  the  Subcommittee  may  determine  to  be 
appropriate. 


The  Crisis  in  the  U.S.  Domestic  Petroleum  Industry 

The  availability  of  energy  will  be  the  single  most  important  factor  in  determining  quality  of  life 
in  the  United  States  over  the  next  century.  Jobs,  manufacturing  output,  transportation,  and 
personal  comfort  are  all  tied  to  a  plentiful,  affordable  energy  supply.  The  petroleum  industry 
has  played  a  major  role  in  meeting  energy  needs  in  this  century.  Petroleum  will  continue  to  be  a 
major  factor  in  the  energy  needs  of  the  world  well  into  the  next  century.  However,  the 
declining  price  of  crude  oil  and  the  increasing  cost  of  compliance  with  environmental  regulations 
have  combined  to  produce  a  decrease  in  domestic  oil  production  in  the  U.S.  The  major  oil 
companies  have  scaled  down  their  domestic  operations  and  refocused  their  exploration  and 
production  activities  on  foreign  resources.  The  8000  independent  producers  are  faced  with  two 
options  -  producing  from  the  domestic  resource  base  or  going  out  of  business.  At  the  same 
time,  the  independents  are  increasingly  the  inheritors  of  mature  fields  and  reservoirs  left  behind 
by  the  majors.  Yet  compared  to  the  major  producer  the  independent  is  the  most  vulnerable  to 
the  declining  price  of  oil  and  gas,  the  costs  of  environmental  compliance  and  unfavorable  tax 
policies.  The  independent  producer  has  only  one  source  of  revenue-the  sale  of  oil  and  gas. 
There  is  no  vertical  depth  to  his  business.  These  factors  have  combined  to  not  only  greatly 
reduce  the  number  of  new  wells  drilled  but  also  to  accelerate  the  plugging  of  marginal  or 
stripper  wells.  In  the  U.S.  a  stripper  well  is  plugged  every  30  minutes.  At  the  same  time  new 
well  completions  are  at  a  45-year  low. 

Clearly  this  trend  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  the  U.S.  in  terms  of  energy  self-sufficiency  or 
national  security.  We  are  turning  over  control  of  our  cost  of  production  in  terms  of  energy  costs 
to  foreign  interests.  If  domestic  exploration  and  production  and  reflning  are  to  continue  to  play 
a  strategic  role  in  meeting  US  energy  needs,  the  domestic  petroleum  producer  will  require 
access  to  low  cost  technology  for  waste  minimization  and  environmental  remediation  in 
exploration  and  production  (E&P),  refming,  transportation  and  end  use  of  petroleum. 

In  many  cases  this  technology  does  not  now  exist  in  a  cost-effective  form.  Conventional  waste 
treatment  and  pollution  control  technologies  always  add  to  E&P,  refining  and  transportation 
costs.  These  costs  are  increasingly  out  of  proportion  with  the  economic  output  of  the  petroleum 
industry.  In  1991,  four  industry  sectors  (chemicals,  petroleum,  pulp  and  paper,  and  primary 
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metals)  incurred  three-fourths  of  the  $21  billion  spent  by  U.S.  manufacturers  to  comply  with 
pollution  control  regulations.  However,  these  sectors  accounted  for  about  one-fifth  of  U.S. 
manufacturers'  value  added  (Office  of  Technology  Assessment).  In  1992,  the  domestic 
petroleum  industry  spent  $10.5  billion  on  the  environment.  This  is  more  than  the  top  300  oil 
and  gas  companies  earned  in  profits  that  year  and  more  than  the  industry  spent  searching  for  oil 
and  gas  in  the  U.S.  in  1992.  With  oil  at  $16  per  barrel  at  the  wellhead,  the  industry  spent  $4  on 
environ-mental  protection  for  every  domestically  produced  barrel  of  oil  -  $41  for  every  man, 
woman  and  child  in  America  (Oil  and  Gas  Journal  and  the  American  Petroleum  Institute). 

All  U.S.  industry  is  caught  in  the  conflict  between  national  economic  and  environmental  goals. 
Pollution  control  in  the  petroleum  industry  presents  regulatory  hurdles  for  U.S.  domestic 
production  and  refining  that  producers  and  refiners  in  many  other  countries  do  not  face.  This 
places  U.S.  producers  and  refiners  at  a  global  competitive  disadvantage.  The  U.S.  petroleum 
industry  needs  cleaner,  more  cost-effective  technologies  and  new  approaches  to  lower  the  costs 
of  complying  with  pollution  and  waste  disposal  regulations  that  U.S.  society  demands.  A 
reduction  in  environmental  compliance  costs  will  have  the  greatest  impact  on  the  national 
economy  when  applied  at  this  level  -  the  level  of  the  extraction  industries.  Lower  energy  costs 
make  all  industry  more  competitive.  The  petroleum  industry  and  the  nation  would  benefit  not 
only  from  lower  compliance  costs,  but  also  from  the  jobs  and  commerce  preserved  in  the 
domestic  petroleum  industry  and  the  related  trade  in  capital  equipment  and  professional  services 
in  industries  that  service  the  petroleum  industry.  New  technologies  for  pollution  control  and 
remediation  will  also  be  an  exportable  product. 

The  Integrated  Petroleum  Environmental  Consortium  (IPEC) 

For  strategic  and  economic  reasons  the  U.S.  domestic  petroleum  industry  must  be  able  to 
compete  with  foreign  producers  and  refiners.  A  major  sector  of  our  economy  and  our  national 
interests  are  clearly  at  stake.  Compliance  with  environmental  regulations  is  a  major  factor  in  that 
competitiveness.   The  strategic  and  economic  importance  of  this  industry  requires  that  industry, 
government  and  academia  combine  their  resources  and  coordinate  their  efforts  toward  finding 
solutions  for  the  environmental  problems  that  represent  the  greatest  challenge  to  the 
competitiveness  of  the  domestic  petroleum  industry.  The  success  of  this  effort  will  not  only 
stimulate  jobs  in  this  industry  sector,  but  also  contribute  in  a  large  way  to  the  environmental 
health  of  the  nation.  In  respnanse  to  this  need,  the  four  major  research  universities  in  the  oil- 
producing  states  of  Oklahoma  and  Arkansas  have  joined  together  to  form  the  Integrated 
Petroleum  Environmental  Consortium  (IPEC).  The  mission  of  IPEC  is  to  increase  the 
competitiveness  of  the  domestic  petroleum  industry  through  a  reduction  in  the  costs  of 
compliance  to  U.S.  environmental  regulations.  Objectives  specific  to  meeting  the  goals  of  the 
consortium  include  the  following: 

1.     Development  of  cost-effective  technologies  and  business  practices  to  meet 
the  challenges  of  environmental  regulations  to  the  competitiveness  of  the 
domestic  petroleum    industry. 

As  already  noted,  new  technologies  are  needed  in  the  petroleum  industry  now  to  provide  cost- 
effective  solutions  to  environmental  problems  in  exploration  and  production  and  refining.  The 
U.S.  petroleum  industry  is  already  undertaking  this  challenge;  however,  the  industry  needs  help. 
The  domestic  petroleum  industry  is  devoting  ever  more  of  its  resources  toward  meeting  a 
growing  body  of  environmental  regulations  as  the  price  of  oil  declines.  The  inevitable  result  has 
been  severe  reductions  in  work  force  and  closings.  The  domestic  petroleum  industry  has  lost 
500,000  jobs  in  the  last  decade  including  10,500  in  the  last  six  months.    It  is  time  for  the  federal 
government  to  re-evaluate  the  regulatory  burden  on  the  domestic  petroleum  industry  and  to  help 
the  industry  develop  the  cost-effective  technologies  it  needs  to  meet  meaningful  environmental 
standards.  With  a  dwindling  technical  work  force  caused  both  by  redirecting  E&P  operations 
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and  layoffs,  the  domestically-oriented  work  force  is  increasingly  focused  on  environmental 
compliance,  not  technology  development.  Industry  laboratories  which  were  once  on  the 
forefront  of  technology  development  are  now  empty  and  dormant.  What  is  left  of  the  once  busy 
industry  research  centers  are  technical  service  centers.  The  former  research  leaders  still 
employed  are  now  "putting  out  fires"  and  the  independent  producers  rarely  have  a  technical  staff 
for  any  kind  of  R&D.  The  U.S.  petroleum  industry  is  relying  more  and  more  on  technical 
professionals  in  academia  for  research.  However,  budgets  are  tight  and  only  the  most  immediate 
of  problems  are  being  addressed.  Even  a  3-5  year  time  frame  is  often  farther  out  than  the 
industry  can  afford  to  look 

The  federal  government  should  direct  a  larger  segment  of  R&D  resources  to  the  development  of 
new,  cost-effective  environmental  technologies  to  support  the  domestic  petroleum  industry.  A 
critical  segment  of  this  effort  should  be  support  of  university  research.  A  major  part  of  this 
research  funding  should  place  emphasis  on  providing  near-term  solutions  to  these  problems  with 
direct  input  from  the  petroleum  industry.  In  partnership  with  industry,  IPEC  can  help  provide 
these  solutions. 

The  petroleum  industry  will  measure  the  relevancy  of  research  in  terms  of  the  tangible  results 
produced.  In  the  context  of  the  vision  of  IPEC  this  means  new,  cost-effective  technology  made 
available  to  industry.  The  greatest  impact  on  competitiveness  on  the  domestic  petroleum  industry 
will  be  made  by  improved  solutions  to  problems  which  have  a  significant  economic  impact  on  the 
industry.  The  research  conducted  within  IPEC  will,  therefore,  by  necessity  have  a  strong 
applied  element. 

IPEC  will  use  an  integrated  team  approach  to  technology  development.  The  teams  will  not  only 
be  integrated  with  respect  to  scientific  or  engineering  discipline  but  also  integrated  with  respect  to 
the  technology  development  process  itself.  In  other  words  the  teams  will  also  consist  of 
members  whose  expertise  is  in  scale-up  and  commercialization  of  new  technology.  If  the  work 
product  of  the  team  is  to  make  a  significant  impact  in  the  domestic  petroleum  industry  the  most 
important  member  of  the  team  will  be  the  end  user  of  the  technology.  A  teaming  of  investigators 
from  different  disciplines  and  representing  different  levels  of  the  technology  development 
process  will  greatly  facilitate  communication  among  the  investigators  and  keep  the  team  focused 
on  solving  the  problem.  The  team  approach  is  certainly  the  shortest  path  to  making  a  meaningful 
impact  on  the  competitiveness  of  the  domestic  petroleum  industry. 

This  team  and  systems  approach  to  solving  real  problems  in  the  domestic  petroleum  industry  will 
be  the  hallmark  of  IPEC.  Fundamental  research  will  be  coupled  with  bench-scale  testing  of 
concepts,  pilot  testing,  field  demonstrations  and  technology  transfer.  The  end  user  of  the 
technology  will  always  be  heavily  involved  in  technology  development  as  an  advisor  and  hands- 
on  participant.  As  an  investment  in  future  technology  development,  undergraduate  and  graduate 
students  will  be  integrated  into  every  aspect  of  the  work  of  the  consortium.  Undergraduate 
students  will  gain  valuable  experience  working  on  consortium  projects  while  graduate  students 
will  use  consortium  research  work  for  their  theses  and  dissertations.  The  integrated  approach  to 
technology  development  will  give  these  students  much  needed  pilot  and  field  experience  and 
industrial  contacts. 

Competitive  business  practices  are  perhaps  equal  in  importance  to  technology  development, 
especially  to  the  independent  producer.  The  development  of  new  business  practices  with  respect 
to  accounting,  taxation,  finance,  forecasting,  etc.  are  needed  which  can  put  the  producer  in  a 
better  position  to  determine  the  financial  risks  of  potential  environmental  costs  and  manage  those 
risks  in  order  to  maximize  profitability.  Reduced  financial  risk  and  growth  create  jobs. 
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2.  Training  of  environmental  professionals  as  an  investment  in  technology, 
policy   and   business   development. 

IPEC  universities  will  continue  to  graduate  scientists  and  engineers  who  have  a  strong 
foundation  in  a  basic  engineering  discipline,  physical  science,  or  biological  science  with 
additional  training  in  environmental  technologies  at  the  undergraduate  or  graduate  level  to 
produce  envirorunental  specialists.  Environmental  issues  cut  across  many  disciplines. 
Therefore,  this  additional  training  is  cross  disciplinary  to  give  students  a  broad  understanding  of 
environmental  problems.  This  includes  environmental  law  and  policy  and  the  financial  and 
economic  impact  of  environmental  regulation  on  the  domestic  petroleum  industry. 

Environmental  policy  curricula  at  IPEC  universities  will  be  enhanced  to  include  a  prerequisite 
foundation  in  a  field  of  engineering  or  science.  Those  who  shape  environmental  policy  should 
fully  understand  the  impact  of  those  policies.  IPEC  universities  also  will  develop  new  curricula 
to  explore  the  boundary  between  environment  and  business  in  terms  of  accounting  practices, 
economics,  finance  and  taxation.  A  new  kind  of  environmental  specialist,  invaluable  to  the 
petroleum  industry,  can  arise  out  of  the  area  where  issues  of  environment  and  business 
converge. 

In  addition  to  training  the  environmental  specialist,  IPEC  universities  are  committed  to  making  all 
of  their  graduates  environmentally  aware.  This  is  especially  true  of  graduates  in  technical  fields 
whose  employment  activities  can  have  a  direct  environmental  impact.  These  curricula  will  be 
enriched  with  an  enviroimiental  component  integrated  into  their  course  of  study.  The  result  of 
this  enrichment  will  be  a  scientist  or  engineer  who  considers  the  enviroimiental  impact  of  a 
project  up  front  and  minimizes  wastes. 

3.  Dissemination  of  information  regarding  technology  development,  legal  and 
regulatory  issues,  and  business  practices  which  can  impact  the  competitiveness 
of  the  domestic  petroleum  industry 

Research  results  from  all  IPEC  technology  and  business  practice  development  projects  will  be 
documented  through  standard  DOE  reporting  procedures.  IPEC  investigators  also  will  deliver 
papers  and  contribute  journal  articles  on  noteworthy  achievements.  All  resulting  citations  can 
then  be  picked  up  and  disseminated  through  such  standard  online  databases  as  DOE's  "Energy 
Science  and  Technology",  the  American  Petroleum  Institute's  "APILIT",  and  TU's  "Petroleum 
Abstracts". 

IPEC  also  will  provide  a  central  repository  for  all  reports,  papers,  and  articles  resulting  from  its 
research  projects.  These  documents  will  be  available  on  demand  from  the  repository  for  the 
fulfillment  of  external  orders.  Where  appropriate,  IPEC  research  results  also  will  be  compiled 
into  databases  for  nationwide  access  via  Internet.  Information  concerning  the  databases  will  be 
distributed  to  the  domestic  petroleum  industry  and  other  interested  users  Uirough  exhibits  at 
selected  conferences,  the  trade  literature,  target  mailings  and  Internet  Listserv  messaging.  Every 
effort  will  be  made  to  guarantee  equity  of  access  throughout  the  petroleum  industry.    IPEC  also 
will  establish  a  feedback  mechanism  through  which  the  major  and  independent  oil  and  gas 
producers  can  inform  the  R&D  community  of  their  experiences  with  new  technologies  as  well  as 
their  technology  needs. 

IPEC  also  will  serve  as  a  resource  for  Congress,  federal  and  state  regulatory  agencies  and  the 
domestic  petroleum  industry  to  provide  an  objective  assessment  of  existing  or  proposed 
environmental  regulations  on  the  basis  of  cost/benefit  and  risk  analysis. 

Lastly,  there  also  is  an  acute  need  for  readily  accessible  continuing  education  opportunities  for 
scientists,  engineering,  legal  professionals,  accountants,  economists,  etc.  in  the  petroleum 
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industry  to  provide  environmental  retooling  and  continual  updating.  The  environmental  field  is 
progressing  rapidly.  Activities  such  as  focused  environmental  seminars,  workshops,  short 
courses,  telecourses,  etc.  can  sharpen  the  skills  of  participants  and  act  as  conduits  for  new  ideas 
and  technologies  into  the  petroleum  industry. 

Organization  and  Operating  Practices  of  IPEC 

The  Integrated  Petroleum  Environmental  Consortium  (IPEC)  is  a  consortium  of  four  universities 
in  Oklahoma  and  Arkansas:  The  University  of  Tulsa  (TU),  The  University  of  Oklahoma  (OU), 
Oklahoma  State  University  (OSU),  and  The  University  of  Arkansas  (UA)  at  Fayetteville.  The 
fiscal  center  of  IPEC  will  be  the  University  of  Tulsa  which  is  the  sole  subcontractor  to  BDM- 
Oklahoma  which  is  the  M&O  contractor  for  the  Bartlesville,  OK  Department  of  Energy  facility, 
the  National  Institute  for  Petroleum  and  Energy  Research  (NIPER).  Through  NIPER,  BDM 
Oklahoma  and  TU  are  responsible  for  implementation  of  the  National  Oil  Program  for  the  DOE. 
IPEC  will  be  an  extension  of  this  effort. 

The  operational  activities  of  IPEC  will  be  directed  by  an  executive  committee  composed  of  two 
faculty  members  and  one  research  administrator  from  each  of  the  four  universities  (TU,  OU, 
OSU,  UA).    The  chair  of  the  executive  committee  will  rotate  annually  among  TU,  OU,  OSU  and 
UA.  IPEC  will  be  very  much  industry  driven  to  ensure  that  the  consortium  is  meeting  the  needs 
of  the  industry  and  fulfilling  its  mission.  The  executive  committee  will  be  advised  by  an 
industrial  advisory  board  composed  of  technical,  legal  and  business  environmental  professionals 
from  major  oil  companies  and  independent  producers.  The  industrial  advisory  board  will  have 
the  last  word  on  funding  decisions  for  technology  development  projects.  If,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
advisory  board,  a  proposed  project  does  not  help  fulfill  the  mission  of  the  consortium  the  project 
will  not  be  funded.  All  four  of  the  IPEC  universities  have  signed  a  memorandum  of 
understanding  forming  IPEC  and  agreeing  to  this  organizational  structure. 

The  South-central  Environmental  Resource  Alliance  (SERA) 

In  order  to  bring  additional  resources  into  IPEC  and  further  ensure  the  success  of  its  programs, 
IPEC  has  entered  into  an  alliance  with  the  Waste-management  Education  and  Research 
Consortium  ( WERC).  WERC  was  established  through  DOE  sponsorship  to  expand  the  nation's 
capability  to  address  waste  management  issues  through  education,  technology  development  and 
technology  transfer.  WERC's  special  niche  is  radioactive,  hazardous  and  solid  waste 
management.  WERC's  members  are  New  Mexico  State  University,  University  of  New  Mexico, 
New  Mexico  Tech,  and  Navajo  Community  College  in  collaboration  with  Sandia  National 
Laboratories  and  Los  Alamos  National  Laboratory.  The  missions  of  IPEC  and  WERC  will  be 
enhanced  by  a  synergistic  collaboration  between  the  two  consortia  as  the  South-central 
Environmental  Resource  Alliance. 


Funding  of  IPEC 

IPEC  is  seeking  appropriations  of  $4  million  for  FY  1997  and  the  succeeding  fiscal  years  1998, 
1999,  2000.  and  2001  through  the  Department  of  Energy.    The  consortium  will  be  responsible 
for  private  sector  and  state  support  of  no  less  than  25%  of  federal  appropriations  in  FY  1997 
and  an  average  of  50%  of  federal  appropriations  over  a  five  year  period.   The  consortium  will 
be  subject  to  review  as  of  September  30,  1998  and  each  12-month  period  thereafter  to  ensure 
the  effective  production  of  data,  regulatory  assessments,  and  technology  development  meeting 
the  stated  goals  of  the  consortium. 
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STATEMENT  OF 

THE  HONORABLE  STEVE  LARGENT 

MEMBER  OF  CONGRESS 

1ST  DISTRICT  OF  OKLAHOMA 

BEFORE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  5,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
offer  my  support  for  the  Integrated  Petroleum  Environmental  Consortium  (IPEC).   Over  the 
past  year  I  have  become  quite  familiar  with  IPEC's  mission  and  its  correlation  to  the 
Department  of  Energy's  Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Development  Budget. 

As  you  no  doubt  are  aware,  declining  crude  oil  prices  and  increasing  environmental 
regulation  compliance  costs,  have  combined  to  create  a  serious  downturn  in  the  domestic 
petroleum  industry.   In  my  state  of  Oklahoma  and  other  oil  producing  states,  independent 
producers  are  going  out  of  business  while  major  oil  companies  are  moving  their  exploration 
and  production  overseas  and  shutting  down  refineries  ~  the  result  has  been  the  loss  of 
thousands  of  high-skilled  and  high-paying  jobs. 

Therefore  that  leaves  the  remaining  independent  producers  with  two  options  — 
producing  from  the  domestic  resource  base  or  going  out  of  business.   Independents  are 
increasingly  the  inheritors  of  mature  fields  and  reservoirs  left  behind  by  the  majors.   Clearly 
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this  trend  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  the  U.S.  in  terms  of  energy  self-sufficiency  or  national 
security.   If  domestic  production  and  refining  are  to  continue  to  play  a  strategic  role  in 
meeting  U.S.  energy  needs,  the  domestic  petroleum  producer  will  require  access  to  low  cost 
technology  for  waste  minimization  and  environmental  remediation  in  exploration  and 
production,  refining,  transportation  and  end  use  of  petroleum.   A  reduction  in  environmental 
compliance  costs  for  the  domestic  oil  and  gas  extraction  industries  will  have  a  positive  impact 
on  the  national  economy.   The  petroleum  industry  and  the  nation  would  benefit  not  only  finom 
lower  compliance  costs,  but  also  from  the  jobs  and  commerce  preserved  in  the  domestic 
petroleum  industry  and  the  related  trade  in  capital  equipment  and  professional  services  in 
industries  that  service  the  petroleum  industry. 

IPEC's  mission  is  designed  to  increase  the  competitiveness  of  the  domestic  petroleum 
industry  through  a  reduction  in  the  costs  of  compliance  with  U.S.  environmental  regulations. 
Specifically  IPEC  will  develop  cost-effective  technologies  for  the  domestic  petroleum 
industry  to  solve  those  environmental  problems  which  are  having  the  greatest  impact  on  the 
cost  of  production  and  refining  in  the  U.S.    Reductions  in  the  cost  of  production  will  directly 
stimulate  an  increase  in  oil  supply  and  reductions  in  refining  costs  will  lead  to  increased 
capacity  to  refine  this  crude  oil  into  usable  fuel. 

The  petroleum  industry  enthusiastically  supports  IPEC's  mission,  so  much  so,  that 
IPEC  has  included  a  cost  sharing  plan  that  calls  for  50%  cost  sharing  by  industry  on  any 
federally  funded  project.   The  hallmark  of  IPEC  research  will  be  the  teaming  of  academic 
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and  industry  environmental  professionals  to  ensure  sound  science  research  to  help  facilitate 
the  transfer  of  the  technology  directly  to  the  end  user.  I  would  also  add  that  before  a 
university  or  universities  are  selected  to  participate  in  IPEC  —  they  will  be  subject  to  peer 
review  and  the  selection  criteria  will  be  merit  based. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  respectfully  request  that  you 
consider  IPEC's  $4  million  request  to  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  appropriation.   I 
thank  you  for  considering  my  testimony  and  your  consideration  of  this  worthy  proposal. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 

DOE'S  CIVILIAN  RADIOACTIVE  WASTE  MANAGEMENT 

PROGRAM 

WITNESS 
CAMERON  L.  McRAE,  CHAIRMAN,  NYE  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 

Mr.  Myers.  Chairman  McRae,  Chairman  of  the  Nye  County 
Commissioners. 

Chairman,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record, 
and  you  may  proceed  as  you  would  like  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  McRae.  I  appreciate  it  very  much. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Cameron  McRae,  and  I  am  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Nye  County  Board  of  Commissioners.  I  want  to  thank 
the  committee  for  an  opportunity  to  present  our  views  on  the  criti- 
cal importance — on  this  critical  matter  of  importance  in  our  county. 

Our  county  is  the  situs  jurisdiction  for  the  Yucca  Mountain 
Project  and  if  legislation  currently  before  Congress  is  enacted,  it 
will  be  designated  as  a  location  for  the  Nation's  only  interim  spent- 
fuel  storage  installation.  More  than  any  other  jurisdiction  in  this 
country,  Nye  County  may  be  asked  to  bear  the  burden  of  managing 
the  Nation's  spent  fuel  and  high-level  nuclear  waste. 

Nye  County  believes  that  it  is  vital  that  Congress  fund  its  obliga- 
tion for  Nye  County's  Yucca  Mountain  monitoring  and  independent 
scientific  activities  as  called  for  in  the  Nuclear  Waste  Policy  Act. 
This  is  a  matter  of  national  importance  that  speaks  to  the  fun- 
damental fairness  and  the  potential  future  success  of  nuclear  waste 
management  facilities  sitings. 

Nye  County  is  the  second  largest  county  in  the  lower  48  States. 
A  majority  of  our  residents  live  within  35  miles  of  the  Yucca  Moun- 
tain site.  Many  of  them  draw  their  drinking  water  and  irrigation 
waters  from  the  aquifers  that  we  believe  are  down-gradient  from 
and/or  are  connected  to  the  groundwater  system  below  this  pro- 
posed site. 

The  Federal  Government  has  an  overwhelming  presence  in  Nye 
County.  The  vast  majority  of  our  county  is  managed  by  Federal 
agencies.  The  Nevada  test  site,  Nellis  Air  Force  Range,  Tonopah 
Test  Site  Range  occupy  approximately  2.1  million  acres  within  our 
county. 

Many  hundreds  of  square  miles  of  these  areas  have  been  con- 
taminated by  these  defense  activities,  much  of  which  will  never  be 
cleaned  up.  More  nuclear  waste  has  already  been  disposed  of  in 
Nye  County  than  any  other  jurisdiction  in  this  Nation.  Far  larger 
volumes  are  planned  for  the  future. 

During  this  decade,  Congress  has  spent  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  dollars  sending  a  nuclear  waste  negotiator  all  over  the  country 
offering  States  and  tribes  a  king's  ransom  for  accepting  the  nuclear 
waste  that  no  one  else  wants. 

Having  met  with  no  success,  this  leaves  Nye  County  standing 
alone  at  this  time  as  the  home  of  this  high-level  waste.  We  hope 
Congress  has  taken  note  of  at  least  one  of  the  root  causes  for  the 
negotiator's  lack  of  success. 

A  concern  is  that  the — is  that — a  concern  of  the  State's  is  that 
the  Federal  Government  could  not  be  trusted  over  a  long-term  of 
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carrying  out  its  end  of  the  site  end  agreements.  In  this  Ught,  it 
would  make  sense  that  Congress  would  step  forward  and  take  af- 
firmative action  to  eliminate  this  very  concern. 

A  key  principle  has  evolved  over  the  years,  including  most  re- 
cently by  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences.  They  have  said  that 
those  who  have  the  greatest  at  stake  by  nuclear  waste  manage- 
ment decisions  should  have  the  ability  to  participate  in  those  deci- 
sions and  monitor  those  project  activities. 

Congress  has  accepted  this  premise  for  the  past  12  years.  This 
year,  however.  Congress  has  directed  the  Department  of  Energy 
not  to  provide  funds  for  Nye  Count^s  monitoring  and  oversight 
program,  even  though  our  efforts  remain  authorized  by  the  Nuclear 
Waste  Policy  Act  and  particularly  even  though  by  all  accounts  our 
program  is  highly  regarded  and  is  in  conformance  with  all  the — 
with  all  of  Congress'  expectations. 

Nye  County  is  concerned  about  the  possibility  of  there  being  no 
funding  for  our  program  and  we  hope  that  that  should  not  happen. 
But  if  it  does,  the  consequences  are  catastrophic.  We  know  all 
human  effort  and  engineered  solutions  are  subject  to  error.  That  is 
why  there  are  redundant  systems  in  reactor  designs.  We  also  know 
that  the  fiduciary  and  scheduled  pressures  can  exert  enormous 
pressure  to  cut  comers.  An  unlikely  event  can  happen,  particularly 
with  humans  in  charge. 

The  other  major  concern  is  for  the  long-term  integrity  of  the  hy- 
draulic systems  that  pass  underneath  Yucca  Mountain.  We  are  not 
paranoid  about  these  issues,  nor  are  our  expectations  of  Congress 
unreasonable.  We  must  be  able  to  assure  ourselves  and  the  ever- 
growing population  of  our  county  that  everjrthing  is  in  order.  If  it 
was  your  county,  you  would  feel  the  same  way. 

You  need  to  understand  that  even  within  our  own  State,  Nye 
County's  voice,  coming  as  it  does  from  a  rural  community,  is  more 
often  than  not  eclipsed  by  its  two  urban  counterparts.  Las  Vegas 
and  Reno.  On  this  issue,  let  me  be  clear.  The  State  of  Nevada's  ap- 
proach to  nuclear  waste  issues  is  not  the  one  Nye  County  is  pursu- 
ing. The  State  (Jovemments  are  often  viewed  as — at  the  Federal 
levels  as  monolithically  acting  on  behalf  of  all  the  subdivisions,  in- 
cluding local  governments. 

Mr.  Bevill  [presiding].  Mr.  McRae,  your  time  is  up.  But  can  you 
wrap  it  up  in  30  seconds? 

Mr.  McRae.  Yes,  sir.  I  would  hope. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  will  have  your  full  statement  in  the  record,  of 
course. 

Gro  right  ahead. 

Mr.  McRae.  I  would  just  hope  that  Nye  County's  past  participa- 
tion in  this  program  and  the  positions  that  we  have  taken  to  sup- 
port the  engineering  and  scientific  data  in  an  effort  to  have  an  op- 
portunity to  see  that  our  citizens,  of  the  county  where  this  is  going 
to  be  housed,  can  be  properly  maintained  through  the  funding  of 
our  oversight  programs. 

With  that,  I  will,  again,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  testify. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  McRae  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  CAMERON  L.  McRAE 

CHAIRMAN,  BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS 

NYE  COUNTY,  NEVADA 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 

ENERGY  &  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

March  5,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Cameron  McRae.  I  am  the  Chairman  of  the  Nye  County,  Nevada 
Board  of  County  Commissioners.   I  want  to  thank  the  Committee  for  the  opportunity  to  present  our 
views  on  a  matter  of  critical  importance  for  Nye  County.  Our  County  is  the  situs  jurisdiction  for  the 
Yucca  Mountain  Project,  and  if  legislation  currently  before  Congress  is  enacted,  will  be  designated  as 
the  location  for  the  nation's  only  interim  spent  fuel  storage  installation.  More  than  any  other 
jurisdiction  in  the  country,  Nye  County  may  be  asked  to  bear  the  burden  for  managing  the  nation's 
spent  fuel  and  high-level  nuclear  waste. 

Now  more  than  ever,  Nye  County  believes  it  is  vital  that  the  role  of  local  oversight  of  waste 
management  facilities  be  fiinded  and  sustained  as  called  for  in  Section  116(  c  )  and  117  (  d  )  of  the 
Nuclear  Waste  Policy  Act,  as  amended..    It  is  a  matter  of  national  importance  that  speaks  to  the 
fundamental  fairness  and  the  potential  future  success  of  nuclear  waste  management  facility  siting. 

Background  About  Nve  County 

Nye  County  is  the  second  largest  county  in  the  lower  48  states-about  the  same  size  as  Vermont 
and  New  Hampshire  combined.   In  contrast  to  being  a  "forlorn  stretch  of  desert. . .  100  miles  from  Las 
Vegas,"  as  recently  described  in  a  Washington  Post  article  on  nuclear  waste,  our  area  has  exceptional 
natural  beauty  and  a  long  and  dynamic  history  that  has  been  shaped  by  Native  Americans,  the  Gold 
Rush  and  the  "Old  West".  The  majority  of  our  26,000  residents  live  within  12  to  35  miles  from  the 
Yucca  Mountain.   Many  draw  their  drinking  and  irrigation  water  from  aquifers  that  we  believe  are 
down-gradient  from,  and  connected  to,  the  groundwater  system  below  the  site. 

Our  economy  has  historically  been  based  on  mining  and  ranching.  With  the  arrival  of  ever 
increasing  numbers  of  retirees,  new  businesses,  and  others,  however,  services  have  become  the 
dominant  economic  sector. 

We  are  one  of  the  fastest  growing  counties  in  the  country.  Our  population  tripled  during  the 
last  15  years  and  we  expect  it  to  double  again  during  the  next  15  years.   As  a  reminder  of  the  startling 
change  that  can  occur  in  the  demographics  of  our  "forlorn  stretch  of  desert",  we  need  only  look  upon 
the  Las  Vegas  Valley  that  was  empty  only  75  years  ago  and  where  one  million  people  now  reside. 

The  federal  government  has  an  overwhelming  presence  in  Nye  County.  Altogether.  93  percent 
of  the  County  is  managed  by  federal  agencies,  principally  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  The 
Nevada  Test  Site,  Nellis  Air  Force  Range,  and  Tonopah  Test  Range  occupy  2.1  million  acres,  or  about 
19  percent  of  the  total  land  area  in  the  County.  These  installations  have  provided  a  unique  platform  for 
weapons  testing,  advanced  research  projects,  military  training,  and  other  sensitive  activities.  The 
accompanying  figure  shows  the  location  of  key  federal  installations  in  Nye  County. 

Many  hundreds  of  square  miles  have  been  contaminated  by  these  defense  activities,  much  of 
which  will  never  be  cleaned  up.  More  nuclear  waste  has  already  been  disposed  of  in  Nye  County  than 
any  other  jurisdiction  in  the  nation.   In  1995  alone,  885,000  cubic  feet  of  low-level  radioactive  waste 
were  disposed  at  the  Nevada  Test  Site.  Far  larger  volumes  are  planned  for  the  future. 
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Figure  1 .  Nye  County  in  Relation  to  the  Nevada  Test  Site  and  Yucca  Mountain 
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Unfortunately,  Nye  County  has  realized  little  benefit  from  the  presence  of  these  federal 
installations.   Ever  since  the  Nevada  Test  Site  (NTS)  was  established,  the  federal  government  has 
provided  subsidies  that  encouraged  workers  and  support  operations  associated  with  NTS  and  Nellis  to 
be  located  outside  of  Nye  County.  At  present  only  one  of  ten  employees  who  works  at  the  Test  Site 
live  in  Nye  County  and  less  than  one  tenth  of  one  percent  of  Test  Site  procurements  flow  through  Nye 
County  businesses. 

Local  Oversight 

The  people  most  affected  by  waste  management  decisions  should  have  the  ability  to  participate 
in  those  decisions  and  monitor  project  activities. 

During  this  decade.  Congress  spent  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  sending  a  "nuclear  waste 
negotiator"  all  over  the  country  offering  States  and  Tribes  a  king's  ransom  for  accepting  the  nuclear 
waste  that  no  one  else  wants.   The  Negotiator's  office  was  shut  down  having  met  with  no  success. 

We  had  hoped  that  Congress  would  have  taken  note  of  at  least  one  of  the  root  causes  for  the 
Negotiator's  lack  of  success.   A  key  state  concern  was  that  the  federal  government  could  not  be  trusted 
over  the  longer  term  to  carry  out  its  end  of  a  siting  agreement' . 

Certainly  spent  nuclear  fuel  from  commercial  reactors  is  one  of  the  human  race's  most  toxic 
substances.   And  there  is  no  doubt  that  nuclear  waste  has  also  been  proven  to  be  lethal  to  politicians 
who  end  up  on  the  wrong  side  of  the  issue.   But  regretfully  and  most  importantly,  when  it  comes  to 
nuclear  waste,  people  are  skeptical  of  the  federal  government's  credibility  in  meeting  its  commitments 
and  its  willingness  to  do  the  right  things  to  protect  them. 

In  this  light,  it  makes  little  sense  that  Congress  would  step  in  and  reinforce  this  very  concern. 
A  key  principle  that  has  evolved  over  the  years,  and  one  that  has  been  most  recently  advocated  by  the 
National  Academy  of  Sciences,  is  that  those  who  have  the  greatest  at  stake  by  nuclear  waste 
management  decisions  should  have  the  ability  to  participate  in  tliose  decisions  and  monitor  project 
activities. 

After  accepting  this  premise  for  the  past  twelve  years,  however,  this  Congress  has  directed  that 
the  Department  of  Energy  not  provide  funds  for  Nye  County's  monitoring  and  oversight  program,  even 
though  our  efforts  remain  authorized  by  the  Nuclear  Waste  Policy  Act.   This  action  is  perplexing  in 
that  it  ignores  the  key  role  of  community  trust,  confidence  and  involvement  in  achieving  a  long-term 
solution  to  nuclear  waste  disposal. 

Why  Nye  County  Seeks  to  Sustain  Independent  Oversight  Authority 

The  low  probability,  but  high  consequence  potential  incident  is  one  of  the  major  drivers  for 
Nye  County  to  seek  independent  oversight  authority  and  funding.   We  know  all  human  endeavors  and 
engineered  solutions  are  subject  to  error.   Redundant  systems  in  reactor  designs  account  for  this  reality. 
We  also  know  that  fiduciary  and  schedule  pressures  can  exert  enormous  pressure  to  cut  corners.   The 
probability  of  a  significant  problem  for  an  interim  storage  facility  is  remote,  for  example,  the 
consequences  of  error  could  be  devastating.   We  were  reminded  of  this  reality  when  we  learned  that  a 
metal  "basket"  in  a  dry  cask  at  the  Palisades,  Michigan  reactor  site  was  recently  found  to  have  a  crack 


'    See  Governor  of  Wyoming  Mike  Sullivan,  Letter  to  Fremont  County  Commissioners,  August  21. 
1992. 
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and  will  need  to  be  replaced.   The  basket  keeps  spent  fuel  rods  separated  from  one  another  in  a  storage 
cask  and  had  decades  left  in  its  design  life.   An  unlikely  event  can  happen,  particularly  with  fallible 
humans  in  charge. 

The  other  major  concern  is  for  the  long-term  integrity  of  the  hydrologic  systems  that  pass 
underneath  Yucca  Mountain. 

This  need  to  assure,  for  ourselves,  that  everything  is  in  order  is  must  not  be  construed  to  be 
paranoia  nor  unreasonable. 

The  challenge  we  face  is  to  not  let  the  important  decisions  about  the  Yucca  Mountain  Project, 
the  siting  of  an  interim  storage  facility  or  even  the  future  of  the  Nevada  Test  Site  be  made  by  others 
wholly  uninformed  by  the  observations  and  concerns  of  our  residents.   Even  within  our  own  state,  Nye 
County's  voice  -  coming  as  it  does  from  a  rural  community  --  is  more  often  than  not  eclipsed  by  its  two 
urban  counterparts  in  Las  Vegas  and  Reno. 

Nye  County  residents,  for  example,  made  up  only  4%  of  the  respondent  base  in  a  recent  survey 
sponsored  by  the  University  of  Nevada  concerning  the  future  role  of  the  Nevada  Test  Site.   Yet  the 
Nevada  Test  Site  is  100%  within  the  boundaries  of  Nye  County. 

In  the  context  of  nuclear  waste  policy,  Nye  County,  therefore,  finds  itself  in  an  awkward  and 
untenable  position  in  the  national  debate. 

State  governments  are  often  viewed  at  the  federal  level  as  monolithically  acting  on  behalf  of  all 
subdivisions,  including  local  governments.   In  many  instances,  this  is  in  reality  mere  convenience  for 
national  officials  unable  or  unwilling  to  delve  into  the  messy  political  dynamics  of  competing  interests 
that  exist  within  any  state.   On  the  issue  of  nuclear  waste,  for  example,  Nye  County  differs  in  its 
approach  from  that  taken  by  the  State.  In  this  respect,  at  least,  the  State  is  not  monolithic. 

The  State  of  Nevada  brooks  no  talk  of  failure  in  its  efforts  to  stop  the  Yucca  Mountain  Project 
and/or  an  interim  storage  facility.   For  the  State  and  its  Congressional  delegation,  there  are  no  "what 
ifs?"  In  contrast,  Nye  County  has  assumed  that  the  worst  case  can.  in  fact,  happen.   Consequently,  our 
stance  on  nuclear  waste  is  one  of  "principled  neutrality,"  i.e.,  we  do  not  embrace  the  potential  of 
hosting  nuclear  waste  facilities,  but  we  behave  as  if  that  possibility  is  real. 

We  have  been  criticized  by  both  opponents  and  advocates  for  standing  by  this  position.   One  of 
our  own  Senators  has  branded  us  "quislings."   Some  in  Congress  or  the  nuclear  industry  want  to 
rationalize  away  the  very  real  dangers  posed  by  disposal  of  spent  fuel  and  high-level  waste.   These 
proponents  wonder  why  we  do  not  embrace  interim  storage  or  permanent  disposal  as  an  economic 
development  opportunity.   Our  neutrality,  one  Congressional  staffer  has  asserted,  "does  not  get  us  to 
the  table."   In  reality,  in  a  national  policy  area  as  volatile  as  nuclear  waste,  a  choice  in  either  direction 
isolates  us  from  the  polar  opposite  "other  side"  and  invites  challenges  to  the  integrity  of  our  oversight 
program  and  independent  scientific  investigations. 

Our  intent  with  regard  to  nuclear  waste  issues,  in  short,  must  be  to  protect  ourselves  by  relying 
on  our  own  vigorous  technical  oversight,  addressing  project  impacts,  and  working  to  obtain  reasonable 
equity  offsets. 

\ 
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Until  this  fiscal  year,  Nye  County  has  maintained  a  well  regarded  oversight  program  that  has 
matured  over  the  last  twelve  years.  The  County  has  addressed  waste  management  program  concerns  that 
would  have  seemed  impossible  only  a  few  years  ago^.  For  example,  Nye  County  has  drilled  a  borehole  at 
Yucca  Mountain  to  collect  data  that  can  independently  verify  data  collected  by  DOE  and  to  has 
demonstrated  the  utility  of  alternative,  less  expensive,  drilling  technologies.  The  County  has  developed 
unique  databases  on  socioeconomic  and  transportation  conditions  that  are  useful  to  County  residents,  and 
presumably,  to  DOE.  In  addition.  County  representatives  regularly  comment  on  DOE  and  other  agency 
reports  and  analysis. 

The  Nye  County  oversight  program  has  included  top-flight  technical  and  socioeconomic 
programs.   Data  and  analyses  have  been  widely  shared  and  have  been  recognized  by  federal  and 
independent  review  agencies  for  their  high  quality.  The  County  has  also  participated  constructively  in 
Nevada  Test  Site  issues  by  serving  as  a  cooperating  agency  for  the  NTS  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  participating  on  the  Citizens  Advisory  Board,  and  engaging  in  direct  briefings  and 
consultations  regarding  environmental  management  negotiations  and  budget  issues. 

Of  utmost  importance,  community  residents  have  relied  on  our  program  as  a  source  of 
objective  information.  They  have  been  deeply  troubled  by  the  loss  of  our  ability  to  conduct  meaningful 
oversight  even  while  Yucca  Mountain  site  characterization  continues,  and  even  as  Congress  still 
appears  inclined  to  locate  an  interim  storage  facility  at  NTS.  The  inability  of  Nye  County  to  participate 
fully  in  such  activities  will  undermine  the  Department's  efforts  to  build  the  public  trust  and  confidence 
in  our  community  that  all  agree  is  necessary  for  the  nuclear  waste  program  and  environmental  cleanup 
efforts  to  ultimately  succeed. 

While  the  whole  nation  has  a  stake  in  the  success  of  the  nuclear  waste  management  program, 
the  actual  impacts  of  transporting,  storing  or  disposing  thousands  of  metric  tons  of  nuclear  wastes  will 
be  concentrated  in  Nye  County,  Nevada.   Surely  the  nation  can  and  should  meet  its  obligations  and 
commitments  to  the  community  upon  which  this  burden  may  well  be  imposed. 

The  Yucca  Mountain  Project's  level-of-effort  may  be  reduced  this  year,  but  site 
characterization  work  continues  and  the  tunnel  boring  machine  grinds  its  way  through  the  mountain. 
New  authorizing  legislation  may  yet  redirect  the  civilian  radioactive  waste  management  program 
toward  interim  storage  at  NTS.   In  either  case,  the  stakes  for  our  community  are  enormous.   Congress 
should  be  willing  to  support  our  efforts  to  conduct  meaningful  and  effective  independent  scientific 
investigations  and  general  program  monitoring.   Please  provide  the  financial  assistance.  Nye  County 
needs  to  continue  its  efforts  to  oversee  the  work  being  performed  at  Yucca  Mountain  and  in  the 
engineering  offices. 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  and  Committee  members  for  listening  to  Nye  County's  appeal  to  you 
today. 


^  Yucca  Mountain  Affected  Units  of  Local  Government,  Annual  Report,  FY  1995,  December  1995. 
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NYE  COUNTY  NUCLEAR  WASTE  REPOSITORY  PROGRAM  fflGHLIGHTS 


The  following  program  highlights  demonstrate  the  nature  of  Nye  County's  efforts: 

Formal  Interactions  Process  Defined  and  Protocol  Agreements  Negotiated  between  Nye  County 

and  DOE.  Upon  Nye's  initiative,  efforts  were  undertaken  in  1990  to  establish  formal  interactions 
between  Nye  and  DOE.  Subsequent  to  reaching  agreement  on  a  Framework  for  Formal  Interactions 
dated  April  2,  1991,  protocol  agreements  have  been  reached  entitled:  (1)  Principles  and  Procedures 
for  Interaction,  (2)  Socioeconomic  Monitoring  and  Assessment,  and  (3)  Procedures  for  Nye  County 
On-Site  Representation. 

Drilling  Completed  and  Data  Collected  from  an  On-Site  Borehole.  Nye  County  has  completed  a 
borehole  at  Yucca  Mountain  and  has  installed  state-of-the-art  downhole  instrumentation  under 
quality-assured  conditions.  The  borehole  has  demonstrated  an  alternative  drilling  technology  that 
offers  significant  economies  over  those  in  use  by  DOE,  without  sacrificing  data  quality.  The 
initiative  continues  to  provide  geochemical,  hydrologic,  air  permeability,  and  temperature  data  for 
the  purpose  of  modeling  and  independent  verification.  All  data  collected  has  been  made  available  on 
a  monthly  basis  to  any  interested  party,  including  the  NRC,  DOE,  and  the  State. 

Instrumentation  Installed  in  a  Dormant  DOE  Borehole  and  in  the  Tunnel.  Nye  proposed,  and 
DOE  allowed,  the  installation  of  a  similar  downhole  instrumentation  package  in  an  unused  borehole. 
The  County  has  also  installed  three  devices  that  measure  barometric  pressure,  relative  humidity,  and 
temperature  within  the  tunnel.  All  data  collected  has  been  made  available  on  a  monthly  basis  to  any 
interested  party,  including  the  NRC,  DOE,  and  the  State. 

Workshop  Convened  on  Pneumatic  Pathway  Data  Collection.  Nye  County  formally  advised 
DOE  of  its  concern  that  data  measuring  air  flow  through  Yucca  Mountain  be  collected  before  the 
tunnel  for  the  exploratory  studies  facility  was  bored  through  the  mountain.  Nye  convened  a  scientific 
workshop  to  further  investigate  its  concerns.  Participation  included  representatives  from  DOE, 
NRC,  Lawrence  Livermore  National  Lab,  Los  Alamos  National  Lab,  U.S.  Geologic  Survey  (USGS). 
the  State  of  Nevada,  and  independent  scientists.  DOE  subsequently  revised  its  surface-based 
characterization  program  to  implement  some  of  the  recommendations  emanating  from  the  workshop. 

Independent  Analysis  Completed  of  Air  Permeability  Tests  at  Yucca  Mountain.  Subsequent  to 
the  Pneumatic  Pathways  Workshop,  Nye  conducted  an  independent  assessment  of  the  methodolog> 
for  collecting  air  permeability  (air  flow)  data  and  successfully  influenced  the  USGS  to  modify  its 
approach. 

Data  Collection  Completed  on  Baseline  Socioeconomic  and  Fiscal  Conditions  of  Nye  County. 

To  demonstrate  the  need  to  mitigate  potential  socioeconomic  impacts,  Nye  County  has  completed  a 
comprehensive  analysis  of  baseline  socioeconomic  and  fiscal  conditions  in  the  County,  against 
which  future  changes  brought  on  by  the  Yucca  Mountain  Project  or  interim  storage  facility  could  be 
compared. 
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•  Design  Completed  of  Economic/Demographic  and  Predictive  impact  Models.  The  County  has 
developed  predictive  impact  models  in  light  of  the  tremendous  uncertainty  regarding  the  ultimate 
deployment  and  design  of  nuclear  waste  management  facilities  and  of  the  need  to  be  prepared  for 
impacts  that  could  be  associated  with  the  range  of  possible  scenarios. 

•  Definitive  Survey  Completed  of  Alternative  Transportation  Routes  through  Nye  County.  The 

County  developed  an  analysis  of  key  features  of  the  alternative  transportation  routes  currently  under 
consideration  in  an  effort  to  help  County  residents  understand  the  possible  impacts  each  might 
present.  The  analysis  is  the  most  detailed  now  available  to  the  public  and  to  other  interested  parties. 

•  Disaster  Drill  Undertaken  to  Assess  Emergency  Preparedness.  Nye  hosts  major  nuclear  testing 
and  military  training  installations,  as  well  as  hazardous  materials  and  low-level  nuclear  waste 
disposal  sites.  The  County  has  completed  a  disaster  drill  to  establish  a  baseline  understanding  of  the 
County  emergency  response  plans  and  capabilities  in  light  of  the  potential  for  high-level  nuclear 
waste  to  be  added  to  the  mix  of  hazardous  materials  being  transported  through  the  County. 

•  Comprehensive  Review  Completed  of  DOE's  Life  Cycle  Cost  Estimates  in  Light  of  Projected 
Contributions  to  the  Nuclear  Waste  Fund.  Nye  took  on  this  "flow-of- funds"  analysis  in 
anticipation  that  the  high-level  radioactive  waste  management  program  would  be  reconfigured  to  add 
a  storage  capability  and  out  of  concern  that  sufficient  funds  be  available  for  bringing  the  repository 
project  to  full  completion,  if  Yucca  Mountain  were  found  to  be  suitable.  The  County  has  found 
reason  to  be  concerned  that  there  could  be  a  shortfall  between  the  waste  management  system  cost 
requirements  and  the  waste  management  program's  revenue  base.  These  concerns  have  been 
documented  and  were  conveyed  to  the  Secretary  of  Energy's  Financial  and  Management  Review 
Panel.  We  have  also  offered  these  concerns  in  our  invited  testimony  to  House  and  Senate 
authorizing  committees. 

The  County's  Nuclear  Waste  Project  Office  is  also  responsible  for  reviewing  and  commenting  on 
the  extensive  documentation  the  Yucca  Mountain  Project  and  oversight  agencies  generate.  The  Office 
keeps  our  community  informed  and  involved  through  local  workshops,  newsletters  and  press  releases  to 
local  newspapers. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 

EWIANA  UNIVERSITY  AT  SOUTH  BEND  PROJECT; 
KOONTZ  LAKE  PROJECT 

WITNESSES 

HON.  TIM  ROEMER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 

STATEOF  INDIANA 
LES  LAMON,  Ph.D.,  CHANCELLOR,  INDIANA  UNIVERSITY  AT  SOUTH 

BEND 

Mr.  Bevill.  Next  we  have  our  good  friend  and  colleague,  Con- 
gressman Tim  Roemer. 

Tim,  we  may  have  another  vote  here,  but  I  believe  we  will  start 
here  until  they  find  out.  This  is  the  same  vote,  and  we  may  have 
another.  We  will  have  to  wait  and  see.  You  may  proceed  as  you 
wish. 

Mr.  Roemer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Bevill. 

And  I  anxiously  await  Chairman  Myers  coming  back  as  well,  too. 

First  of  all,  I  just  want  to  welcome  my  constituent,  the  Chan- 
cellor of  Indiana  University  at  South  Bend,  Dr.  Les  Lamon,  who 
will  be  testifying  with  me. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  are  pleased  to  have  you  with  us. 

Mr.  Lamon.  Very  pleased  to  be  here.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Roemer.  And  his  participation  in  this  hearing  this  afternoon 
shows  not  only  lUSB's  strong  commitment  to  this  project  but  the 
importance  of  this  project  to  the  entire  community,  to  the  edu- 
cational community,  the  business  community  and  the  environ- 
mental community. 

I  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Bevill  and  Mr.  Myers  and  the  staff  on 
this  committee  on  the  bipartisan  way  that  you  have  approached 
helping  us  in  the  past.  We  have  had  support  for  both  of  the  projects 
that  I  will  ask  continued  funding  for,  the  Koontz  Lake  Project  and 
the  lUSB  Project,  and  I  very  much  appreciate  your  attention  both 
to  the  substance  of  the  request,  as  well  as  seeing  constituents  that 
come  by  from  Indiana  in  your  personal  office,  with  your  staff,  and 
Mr.  Myers  and  his  stafT  doing  the  same  thing.  So  thank  you  very 
much  for  your  attention. 

First  of  all,  I  want  to  talk  very  briefly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  ask  unanimous  consent  that  my  entire 
statement  be  entered  into  the  record. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Roemer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Bevill. 

First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  start  talking  about  the  funding  for 
Koontz  Lake.  This  is  a  project,  as  I  said  before,  that  has  been  fund- 
ed in  the  past  by  this  committee.  I  would  encourage  continued 
funding  for  this  project  and  ask  for  $3  million  to  complete  work  on 
the  restoration  of  Koontz  Lake.  The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
begun  the  process  of  restoring  this  lake.  We  have  a  number  of  nox- 
ious materials,  sediment,  aquatic  growth,  silt,  and  so  forth,  that 
that  has  really  strangled  the  lake,  the  heart  and  soul  of  this  lake. 

This  is  a  lake  that  when  you  talk  to  generations  of  Hoosiers 
going  back  decades,  that  they  have  wonderful  stories  about  how 
this  lake  provided  so  many  recreational  opportunities  and  business 
opportunities  for  the  surrounding  community.  Now,  these  are  being 
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strangled  off  by  the  growth  of  the  silt  and  the  sediment  and  the 
different  noxious  materials. 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  recommended  a  means  by 
which  to  address  this  and  clean  this  up.  We  hope  that  the  commit- 
tee will  take  a  very  careful  look  and  acquiesce  with  the  Corps  and 
fund  this  project  to  restore  this  project  for  this  community.  It  is  so 
important  for  this  local  community  to  get  this  lake  back  so  that 
they  can  continue  to  use  this  precious  resource.  So  I  would  appre- 
ciate your  careful  attention  to  that  first  request. 

Secondly,  the  request  for  approximately  $7  million  for  Indiana 
University  at  South  Bend  that  Dr.  Lamon  will  testify  on  as  well. 
Let  me  be  brief  so  that  we  can  have  Dr.  Lamon  testify  and  explain 
some  of  the  graphs  to  my  right  and  your  left,  Mr.  Bevill. 

I  think  that  this  project  is  so  important  because  Indiana  Univer- 
sity at  South  Bend  is  a  university  that  serves  the  need  of — a  re- 
quirement in  our  community  that  is  not  being  met  by  any  other 
educational  facility.  It  currently  serves  about  8,000  students.  It  is 
projected  to  serve  probably  over  10,000  students  annually  in  the 
next  4  years.  Most  of  these  students  are  nontraditional  students. 

As  we  hear  different  talk  about  stagnating  wages,  about  layoffs 
when  people  are  35  and  45  and  50  years  old,  lUSB  is  retraining 
many  of  these  people,  is  preparing  these  people  for  the  workplace. 
And  this  request  will  help  this  university  continue  to  grow,  con- 
tinue to  prosper,  continue  to  meet  a  very,  very  extraordinarily  im- 
portant demand  in  our  community  and  that  is  training  our  work 
force  and  educating  our  work  force  for  the  challenges  of  the  next 
century. 

You  might  ask,  what  does  the  Federal  Government  and  this  com- 
mittee have  to  do  with  that?  Well,  you  funded  a  plan  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  that  initially  looked  at  a  comprehensive  river-front 
plan  that  integrates  flood  control,  erosion  control,  bank  stabiliza- 
tion and  other  measures  to  accommodate  the  necessary  campus  im- 
provements that  are  taking  place  on  the  north  and  the  south  banks 
of  the  St.  Joseph  River. 

This  river  separates  right  now  these  two  vital  components  of  In- 
diana University  at  South  Bend.  We  need  to  abide  by  the  Federal 
regulations  that  tell  us  what  we  need  to  do  for  floodplains,  what 
we  need  to  do  to  keep  this  a  navigable  river,  what  we  need  to  do 
to  keep  it  within  the  bounds  of  the  regulations  surrounding  these 
kinds  of  projects  that  the  Corps  has  already  outlined  to  us,  and 
now  connect  up  parts  of  the  academic  community. 

It  is  almost  connecting  up  with  a  new  artery,  the  brain  of  the  in- 
stitution, with  the  heart  and  soul  of  the  institution,  which  is  on  the 
south  side  of  the  river  bank  and  we  must  keep  within  the  Federal 
guidelines  in  order  to  do  that.  And  we  must  abide  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers'  study  in  order  to  do  that  and  connect  these  two  cam- 
puses with  this  new  river-walk  between  the  two  universities. 

So  with  that  in  mind,  let  me  stress  again,  Mr.  Bevill,  and  to  Mr. 
Myers  who  is  not  here,  the  Chairman  of  the  committee,  thank  you 
again  for  funding  these  projects  in  the  past.  We  look  forward  to 
your  careful  consideration  of  them  in  the  future.  And  whether  it  be 
a  lake  or  a  university,  these  two  concerns  are  really  at  the — at  the 
very  crux  of,  I  think,  what  is  helpful  for  the  Federal  Government 
to  provide  some  funding  with  a  local  match.  We  are  getting  local 
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funds  into  these  projects  as  well,  too,  to  really  help  out  in  edu- 
cational and  business  and  recreational  endeavors. 

With  that,  let  me  introduce  the  Chancellor  of  the  Indiana  Uni- 
versity at  South  Bend,  Dr.  Les  Lamon. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Roemer  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  and  Mr.  Bevill,  as  well  as  the  other  members  of  this 
panel  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here  before  you  today.  1  am  here  to  seek  funding  for  two  projects 
that  are  important  to  Indiana,  that  will  improve  our  quality  of  life  and  prove  to  be  a  very  good 
investment  in  our  infrastructure. 

The  first  project  that  I  would  like  to  discuss  is  the  expansion  of  Indiana  University  at 
South  Bend.  lUSB  is  a  regional  campus  of  Indiana  University  located  along  the  north  bank  of 
the  St.  Joseph  River,  east  of  downtown  South  Bend.  The  campus  serves  the  north  central  Indiana 
and  south  western  Michigan  community,  commonly  known  and  the  Michiana  region. 

Student  enrollment  will  exceed  12,000  by  the  turn  of  the  century,  and  lUSB  must  expand 
to  meet  fiiture  needs.  Our  expansion  plan  necessitates  moving  across  the  river.  The  Fiscal  Year 
1994  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  bill  directed  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  develop  a 
comprehensive  riverfront  plan  at  lUSB  integrating  flood  control,  erosion  control,  bank 
stabilization  and  other  necessary  water  resource  measures  with  planned  campus  improvements. 
Under  this  authority,  the  1 994  Comprehensive  Riverfront  Master  Plan  was  developed,  melding 
the  expansion  with  riverfront  improvements.  The  centerpiece  of  this  plan  is  the  construction  of  a 
pedestrian  bridge  linking  the  north  and  south  campus  sites  across  the  river,  which  will  ensure  that 
the  campus  proper  and  the  southern  expansion  have  the  needed  link  to  make  it  a  contiguous 
entity. 

The  total  fiinding  we  are  seeking  for  the  expansion  project  is  just  over  $7  million 
($7,018,544).  A  detailed  budget  summary  for  the  two  stages  of  the  expansion  project  are 
attached.  lUSB  is  prepared  to  provide  a  20%  match  from  university  and  local  fiuiding  sources. 
Most  of  the  elements  for  this  project  have  been  authorized  or  fall  under  standing  authorization 
procedures.  Funding  would  be  used  for  completion  of  engineering  and  design  phases,  riverbank 
stabilization,  campus  expansion,  power,  lighting  and  construction. 

I  am  also  submitting  two  notebooks  containing  the  detailed  proposals  for  the  two  stages 
of  the  expansion  for  the  committee  records.  Attached  are  photocopies  of  major  design  elements. 
This  is  a  worthy  project  that  is  deserving  of  federal  investment,  and  I  sincerely  hope  that  the 
subcommittee  will  give  it  every  due  consideration. 

I  am  also  requesting  fiinding  for  one  other  project  that  this  committee  has  funded  in  the 
past.  Previously,  this  panel  has  funded  $300,000  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  begin 
restoration  action  at  Koontz  Lake,  Indiana.  This  lake  requires  reduction  of  sediment  and  nutrient 
deposition  due  to  eutrophication,  and  the  Corps  has  been  funded  to  conduct  an  investigation  into 
the  necessary  plan  of  action.  They  would  then  pull  together  a  physical  plan,  budget,  determine  a 
disposal  site,  and  a  prioritization. 

The  Chicago  Corps  Office  has  made  assignments  to  this  project  pending  authorization. 
The  project  was  authorized  in  the  House  Water  Resources  and  Development  Act  of  1994. 
although  the  Senate  did  not  act  on  the  bill.  The  Corps  has  reserved  the  funding  pending 
authorization.  The  Transportation  and  Infrastructure  Committee  has  assured  me  that  the 
authorization  will  be  included  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  currently  underway. 
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At  this  point,  I  am  requesting  an  additional  S3  million  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
construct  a  project  for  restoration  of  Koontz  Lake.  Such  project  shall  include  the  removal  of  silt, 
sediment,  aquatic  growth  and  other  noxious  materials  from  Koontz  Lake  and  the  LawTcnce 
Pontius  Ditch  upstream  of  Koontz  Lake,  as  well  as  construction  of  public  access  facilities  and 
such  other  measures  as  the  Secretary  determines  to  be  necessary  to  prevent  or  abate  the  deposit 
of  sediment  in  Koontz  Lake.  The  non-Federal  share  of  this  project  will  be  25%  of  total  project 
cost. 

Such  projects  are  frequently  carried  out  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  I  hope  that  the 
committee  will  also  give  its  consideration  to  this  request.  It  is  my  expectation  that  this  project,  in 
its  entirety,  will  be  ftilly  authorized. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  again  like  to  thank  you  for  your  indulgence  in  allowing  us  to 
appear  before  you  today,  and  I  want  to  express  my  appreciation  to  the  Ranking  Member,  Mr. 
Bevill,  for  his  time  and  attention  to  these  requests.  I  am  thankful  to  the  entire  panel  and  the  staff 
for  the  time  and  energy  involved  in  these  discussions,  and  the  important  work  you  are  doing 
during  these  difficult  budgetary  times. 
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ESTIMATE  OF  PROBABLE  COSTS 

D,0.  #1  -  CAMPUS  EXPANSION  AND  RIVER  RELATED  ELEMENTS 

January  18, 1996 

rONSTRUCnON  COSTS 

Riverbank  Stabilization  $150,879 

Campus  Expansion  Site  1.037,250 

Multi-Use  Trail  1 1 3.948 

Site  Power  and  Lighting  442.955 

Subtotal  $1,745,032 

Plus  20%  Project  Contingency  349.006 

Total  Estimated  Construction  Cost  $2,094,038 


Inflationary  Cost  Adjustment  at  5% 

per  year  through  1998  $330,073 


Adjusted  Total  Estimated  Construction  Cost  $2,424, 111 


DESIGN  AND  CONSTRUCTION  MANAGEMENT 

A/E  design  fees  for  the  above  site  features; 

survey,  geotechnical  investigation;  and 

Archaeological  investigation  $172,202 

Construction  administration  and  management 

fees,  and  Government  administration  costs 

during  construction  and  permitting  $242,41 1 


D.O.  #1  -  Campus  Expansion  and  River  Related  Elements 

Total  Project  Cost  $2,838,724 
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ESTIMATE  OF  PROBABLE  COSTS      M; 
D.O.  #2  -  PEDESTRIAN  BRIDGE  AND  RELATED  ELEMENTS     ^ 
January  18, 1996 


(^]4<fTRnmQN  COSTS 


tjj^'Ai 


Bridge -Main  Spans  :  *       S4«0,000 

.  Approach  Spans  ''          660,000 

-  Stnicture  Cover  550,000    ^^ 
.  Lighting  100,000 

North  Tenninus  of  the  Bridge 

-  Plaza  Modifications  65,000 

-  Accessible  Route  and  Circulation  Improvements  1 50,000 

Shower/Locker  Building  400,000 

South  Pedestrian  Plaza  UKLQQQ 

Subtotal 

Phis  20%  Project  Contingency 

Total  Estimated  Construction  Colt  $3,006,000 

•# 

Inflationaiy  Cost  Adjustment  at  5% 

per  year  through  1998  >47?.S2Q 

Adjusted  Total  Estimated  Construction  Cost  $3,479,820 

DESIGN  AND  CQNSTRUCTIQW  MANAGEMENT 

A/E  design  fiees  for  building,  site  and  bridge; 

survey,  geotechnical  investigation;  permitting; 

Government  administration  and  other 

miscellaneous  fees  S3  50,000 

Construction  Administration  and  Management 

fees,  and  Government  administration  costs 

during  construction  $350,000 


D.O.  #2  -  Pedestrian  Bridge  and  Related  Elements 

Total  Project  Cost  K 1 79,820 
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Mr.  Bevill.  All  right. 

Let  me  ask  you,  this  study  is  under  way  now,  isn't  it? 

Mr.  ROEMER.  The  study  is  done. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Are  you  needing  additional  money  for  the  study,  is 
that  it? 

I  mean,  what  is  the  next  request? 

Mr.  ROEMER.  The  next  step  is  to  actually  implement  what  the 
study  has  recommended. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  see.  All  right. 

Now,  you  know,  you  are  allotted  5  minutes  and  you  have  taken 
8.  This  gets  us  behind.  We  do  try  to  stay  on  time  but  certainly  we 
want  to  accommodate  you. 

And,  Doctor,  if  you  will  just  summarize  your  statement  for  us, 
please. 

Mr.  Lamon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  and  Mr.  Myers,  as  well  and 
other  Members  of  the  committee,  for  consideration  of  this  project. 
The  St.  Joseph  River  runs  right  through  the  campus  of  Indiana 
University  at  South  Bend.  All  the  development  has  been  on  the 
north  side.  The  south  side  development  plan  is  for  the  student  life 
activities  of  a  campus,  as  Representative  Roemer  has  said,  of  8,000 
students. 

The  St.  Joseph  River  is  also  central  and  has  been  central  to  the 
life  of  northern  Indiana,  central  to  life  for  well  over  175  years.  It 
still  is  central  to  the  life  of  northern  Indiana. 

This  project  first  and  foremost,  I  believe,  preserves  the  river  and 
it  preserves  this  great  natural  resource  and  does  so  by  strengthen- 
ing two  human  resources:  Indiana  University  and  the  City  of  South 
Bend,  because  another  partner  in  this  project  is  the  City  of  South 
Bend.  The  matching  funds  will  come  from  Indiana  University  and 
from  the  city.  The  river-front  project  essentially  then  will  allow  us 
to  complete  the  development  plan  for  the  campus. 

The  heart  of  this  plan  is  a  pedestrian  bridge.  That  accounts  for 
a  fair  amount  of  the  cost  to  the  project,  and  if  we  are  to  do  that 
in  a  way  that  abides  by  the  flood  control  regulations,  the  bank  sta- 
bilization and  erosion  control  that  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  recommended,  it  takes  a  sizeable  bridge  to  accomplish  that.  So 
as  we  begin  the  21st  Century,  I  think  you  find  this  river,  this  uni- 
versity, this  city,  combining  to  offer  expanded  opportunities,  edu- 
cational opportunities,  as  well  as  recreational  opportunities,  to  the 
citizens  of  our  region. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  address  you  and  for — I  am  very 
appreciative  of  your  consideration  of  the  project. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you  very  much. 

And  I  know  that  Chairman  Myers  will  be  sorry  he  missed  you 
but  he  had  to  be — he  is  very  interested  in  this,  of  course.  And  we 
will — this  entire  committee  will  be  working  with  you,  Tim,  to  do 
the  best  we  can  to  accommodate  you. 

Mr.  Roemer.  Thank  you.  You  can  see  why  he  is  the  chancellor. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Yes. 

Mr.  Roemer.  He  did  a  better  job  in  2  minutes  than  I  did  in  my 
8  minutes. 

Mr.  Bevill.  That  was  noted  by  the  chairman. 
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Mr.  ROEMER.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  will  work  with  you. 

Mr.  Lamon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Bevill. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Lamon  follows:] 
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SubcoA^uttee  cil  Energy  aiid  Wat^r^^^^sk^^ 
LedtarC!;Lamaa;l%.D.  ;-',.^  IvT^'l^         i  U  \\ 

IiKfianaXJmviKSi^South Md  ;;    ;^i  s  p; 

Mr/Cbaxmiidib^  1 1<^t  to  likSk  Votf  aiiki  w  r^ing  member,  Mr.  ^evill,  for  the 
opp<»tumty  to  i&stSy  befcx^lhe  c<»naiiQee  abcMJt  the  ii4>ortanoe  of  Ini^lemeating 
elements  of  die  St.  Joseph  Kivei  CompfeheiisiMs  Riverfront  Master  Plan  for  Indiana 
Univer^  Soulfa  B^d.  As  jioted  in  tte  i^aiming  and  design  studies  already 
completed  by  the  Anny  Qnps  oif  En^beiers,  flie  enhancement  of  the  dver  corridor 
tfarou^  Has  project  wUI  enrich  both  the  University  and  die  community. 


Ind^tiiitifilve^  South  B^  i 
dtizeos  of l^txth^^ntral  Inilii 
courses  vdiidi  were  ofieredM 
over  the  years  to  meet  steadily  i 
fai^m^  educati(XL :  The  firstJ^ito; 
site  on  the  North  bank  of  the  St 
bach^or's  degrees  in  1967. 
programs  ttroi^^'  ibe  mast^ 
70-acre  campus  ^hich  spaiB^e 
by  lUSB,  and  our  18,000  aUmOni 
communities  Ihrou^out  the^yoii 


a  dc^i^lidij^  public  umver^<^etvmg  the 
Its  r^^#^  &i  early  tndiana  University  extension 
Soudi:Bend  »ea  during  the  1920s.  It  has  grown 
ireasingbomilfiinity  doQiands  for  greata- access  to 

buitdiig  was  dedicated  in  19^1  on  a  4.5  acre 
bs^  ^sTvi^.  The  campus  awarded  its  first 
ly  it  bfi^  a  ei(^tnpreheiisive  array  of  100  academic 
il.  TM^WUL^.S  acre  building  lot  has  grown  to  a 
iver.  dlKrW:fiOO  students  are  S«ved  each  year 
provide  teada^^iip  to  their  profe^ions  and 

Statw.,: .    i  \ .  ..: 


Wlidlei  ttE^tiampiislas  devetpj^  Ian  is^ts^^'^&jity  and  nistructit»iil  facilities,  it 
lacks  feoditi^  for  stiident  life  ana  TecnsAoa,  and  therefore  the  abflity  to  offer  our 
stud^its  a  o<nnplete  university  experience.  As  a  fesult,  we  find  that  v^e  we  are 
able  to  atbact  stud^sts  to  the^cam  pus,  dM^adl^t^this  important  part  6f  a  university 
experience  causes  them  to  leave  i  le  campus  b^bre  completing  tih^  academic 
pro-ams.  The  completion  Of  diis  project  Witt  si^odficantly  enhance  our  ^ility  to 
encourage  students  to  remain  at  tt  e  univef^^^  graduation. 

Ano&^ifflp6ltaht:eiement  <^m:  iv^^:^^qfibriihce  -  e4>ecially  for  that  portion  of 
our  student  bo<fy^  which  comes  to  us  in  die  traditiciial  manner,  directiiy  fix>m  hi^ 
sdbool  •  is  the  qq>ortunity  to  five  ^  the  campus.  The  completion  of  the  pedestrian 
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bridg/i^Atak^tyM  makc^^isibi^MAp^^  for  uii  to  move<nir  student  housifig 
plius^ficavrard  iflto  concrefe  ^i  ogi anis.  iSi  wiftf  the  recreation  fields,  this  will  also 
significantly  enhance  our  ability  to  encoura|ie  students  to  persist  to  graduation. 

Thi»  project  indndes  stabifiakibn  <)f^'M(t)ink  as  it-passes  t&toU^  die  campus 
and  this  re«intzoduction  of  naturk  flora  alciig>ti&s  portioii  of  the  riVobank.  These 
activities  -will  have  an  added  bonus  ofproviding  additional  study  opportunities  for 
our  studoits  in  biology,  botany,  aiid  envuoamebtal  studies. 

Tbis  prtfject  is  also  one  vm^  iAvoVvts'^^^iSmir  of  cooperative '  pactnorships.  The 
completion  of  ^e  multi-use  traill  and  pli^^^i^lds  will  enhance  Jhe  recreational 
oi^ttunities  for  aH  of  the  regioii's  oitiziiSQi.  We  have  aheady  reacltesd  agreements 
with  die  City  of  Soudi  Bend  to  make  tfal$6'&bilities  available  for  Community  use 
whenever  they  are  not  in  use  by  the  um*VieKity-  This  will  be  of  pa;^cular  benefit  to 
die  many  summer  recreation  j^grams  OfiE^ired  by  the  Patks  and  Rieci^ation 
Dq>atiment.  The  multi-use  tcaillwill  evcaitu^y  connect  Svith  other  city  parks  to 
provider  significant  walkWaty  along  tfaeiiveiti:^  throuj^h  most  oi^the  city  of  South 
Bend.  ,  ,.     \  ,,  •,  H'^^-  ^'^-^         li  '•:.  '.^  .•.. 

in  liil^ji»iiii^>>fii^  planni^tuk  t]juir^|aii@^  of £ngineers|iotodihat  in 
addilioa  to  die  erosion  con&^:anl  rivoil&lilc^i^dnlizatioti  benefits  it>ffliis  project, 
"Enhanconent  to  portions  of1)oth  banl^  ic^-^eltv^-,  the  coostructibn  of  &e  multi- 
use  trail  for  pedestiians  andlncy^Usts,  t(%effier  with  the  deve1opm<bit  of  die 
recreational  facilities  will  provide  enhanSesObienttb  the  existing  riv6r  corridor,  and 
create  new  recreational  opportunities  fortiie  tUii'^rsity  and  the  coinsiunity. " 

lUSB  a&d  lodiani'^versit^l&v^  oobdoidM'a'jplitnersfa^  agree#flt  to  provide  up 
to  20%  of  the  funding  requii^1o|suppOi^l£|bu4l^^    Itncourage  fiiKi  invite  you 
to  join  witti  us  in  diis  opportunity  to  enhance  the'educational  opportunities  and  die 
quality  of  life  fiff  die  students.^  Ihdiana.Univ6r$tty  South  Bend  and  for  the  citizens 
of  the  Nfichtana  region.        ,  ;,,  .;.  i>; 

With1fi^1rt(bsifo&^die  wlgl^oLt  tel'l^i^^  and  housing  arM,lGbdiana 
University  Sinidi  Bend  will  beicome  the  oSretakeir'bf  the  community's  most  historic 
resouroertfae  delicate  waterftoot  eMsystettk^^O-be  maint^ned,  wUle  die  studmts 
and  community  wiUluve  use  and  ci\joynlddt  bCdttse  natural  resources  widiout 
depleting  them:  Mr,  Chairman,  X  >Vant  to  fliuBiik  you  and  the  ranking  member,  Mr. 
BeviU,  and  tiw  members  of  the  coinmitteef6r  d^  opportunity  to  address  you  on  this 
issue  of  importanoe  to  our  ccunmuAity.    >4:'!';i!i{<  ^i, 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 

WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  FOR  THE  ELIZABETH 

RIVER 

WITNESSES 

HON.  NORMAN  SISISKY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  VIRGINIA 

REAR   ADM.    RAYMOND    MOSES    (RETIRED),    CHAIRMAN,    ELIZABETH 
RIVER  PROJECT 

CAPT.  CARL  FISHER,  MEMBER,  ELIZABETH  RIVER  PROJECT 

Mr.  Bevill.  Next  we  have  our  good  friend  and  colleague  Con- 
gressman Sisisky,  who  has  come  in  here.  Norm,  we  would  be  glad 
to  hear  from  you.  Sorry  I  missed  you  earlier  in  the  day. 

Mr.  Sisisky.  I  am  sorry  you  did,  too.  I  had  a  good  story. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  know  you  always  do  so  well.  I  am  sorry  I  missed 
it. 

Mr.  Sisisky.  I  am  delighted  to  be  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  have 
the  opportunity  to  testify. 

I  want  to  talk  about  the  Elizabeth  River  Project.  It  is  an  unique 
grass-roots  effort  made  up  of  people  who  want  to  make  a  difference. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Is  that  close  to  Petersburg? 

Mr.  Sisisky.  About  100  miles.  He  was  stationed  at  Fort  Lee  in 
World  War  II — or  was  it  World  War  I? 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  have  to  talk  about  Petersburg  a  good  bit. 

Mr.  Sisisky.  I  have  another  problem  there  that  you  can't  believe. 

The  Elizabeth  River  Project  started  with  business  people,  stu- 
dents, scientists,  elected  officials  and  more.  It  started  with  a  few 
people  who  were  worried  about  the  future  of  the  Elizabeth  River. 
Now  the  hard  work  of  the  Elizabeth  River  Project  has  been  en- 
dorsed by  the  four  cities  served  by  the  river,  Chesapeake,  Ports- 
mouth, Virginia  Beach  and  Norfolk,  as  well  as  the  Governor  and 
Legislature  of  Virginia. 

It  is  a  remarkable  prototype  that  other  communities  who  want 
to  find  solutions  to  environmental  problems  can  follow.  The  Eliza- 
beth River  Project  now  includes  some  120  members  of  the  water- 
shed action  team. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  were  to  go  to  Norfolk  or  Portsmouth,  which 
borders  on  the  river  and  the  other  cities,  and  you  look  out  of  a 
hotel  room,  you  wouldn't  believe  what  is  on  that  river,  the  indus- 
try, starting  with  the  Norfolk  Naval  Shipyard,  which  I  represent, 
and,  of  course,  the  largest  concentration  of  Navy  in  the  whole  world 
in  the  Norfolk  Naval  base.  We  dirtied  the  river  for  years,  ship 
cleaning,  sanding,  everything  imaginable.  And  now  we  want  to 
clean  it  up.  It  goes  through  the  beautiful  restored  downtown  area 
of  Portsmouth  and  Norfolk,  and  cuts  around  into  the  Atlantic 
Ocean  at  the  Naval  base. 

So  with  that,  let  me  let  you  listen  to  Representatives  who  know 
about  the  Project.  Raymond  Moses  and  Carl  Fisher  are  here  to  talk 
about  it  with  your  permission,  and  I  didn't  take  8  minutes. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Sisisky  follows:] 
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Thank  you  Chairman  Myers  for  this  opportunity  to  present  testimony  before  the  subcommittee. 

The  Elizabeth  River  Project  is  a  unique  grass  roots  effort  made  up  of  people  who  want  to  make  a 
difference  —  Business  people,  students,  scientists,  elected  officials,  and  more. 

It  started  with  a  few  people  who  were  worried  about  the  ftiture  of  the  Elizabeth  River. 

Now,  the  hard  work  of  the  Elizabeth  River  Project  has  been  endorsed  by  the  four  cities  served  by 
the  river-  Chesapeake,  Portsmouth,  Virginia  Beach,  and  Norfolk  -  as  well  as  the  Governor. 

It  is  a  remarkable  prototype  for  other  communities  who  want  to  find  solutions  to  the 
environmental  problems  they  face. 

The  Elizabeth  River  Project  now  includes  some  120  members  of  a  Watershed  Action  Team. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  be  joined  today  by  two  members  of  that  team;  Admiral  Raymond  Moses, 
and  Captain  Carl  Fisher. 

And  I  would  like  to  turn  to  them  now  for  their  testimony  on  this  important  project. 
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Letter  to  the  editor 


Mother  Earth  —  and  Congressman  Sisisky  —  offer  their  thanks 


Editor 

Recently,  I've  read  newspaper  articles  commending 
the  members  of  the  Hizabeth  River  Project  for  their 
efforts  to  restore  the  environmental  health  of  the 
Elizabeth  River.  I'm  glad  to  see  the  Elizabeth  River 
Project  receiving  the  attention  and  praise  it  deserves. 

"The  Elizabeth  River  Project  grew  out  of  meetings 
between  a  few  local  residents  four  years  ago.  Those 
initial  members  enlisted  commimity  leaders  and  many 
others  —  from  environmental  groups  to  shipyards  to 
the  local  universities  —  to  study  the  environmental 
risks  facing  the  river  and  devise  ways  to  address  the 
problem.  From  its  inception  as  a  grass  roots 
organization  of  just  four  members,  the  Elizabeth 
River  Project  now  includes  a  120-member  Watershed 
Action  Team  representing  citizen  groups,  business, 
govemmem  and  science. 

It  should  serve  as  a  prototype  for  other 
communities  trying  to  find  answers  to  complex 
problems  and  to  build  a  consensus  around  solutions. 
It's  not  often  that  so  many  diverse  interests,  in  this 
case  residents  of  four  different  cities,  can  unite  behind 
a  common  goal.  The  people  of  Chesapeake,  Norfolk, 
Portsmouth  and  Virginia  Beach  realize  what  an 
imponant  economic  artery  the  Elizabeth  River  has 
become.  Our  area's  future  —  sink  or  swim —  depends 
on  maintaining  the  viability  of  this  and  all  our 
waterways. 

I'm  proud  to  be  a  part  of  the  Elizabeth  River  clean 
up  efforL  A  good  friend  of  mine,  Roland  Culpepper 
of  Chesapeake,  first  brought  it  to  my  attention  a  few 
years  ago.  Roland  is  a  civilian  employee  of  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  for  the  Norfolk  District.  I've 
found  his  diligence  on  behalf  of  the  Hampton  Roads 
community  typical  of  the  civil  servants  who  live  and 
work  in  our  area. 

As  a  result  of  those  early  discussions,  1  worked 
closely  with  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
have  Congress  authorize  the  funds  necessary  to 
perfonn  an  environmental  study.  Last  fall,  1  was  able 


to  secure  funding  for  the  project  through  the 
Transportation  and  Inftastructure  Committee  in  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Those  funds  will  enable 
the  Army  Coips  of  Engineers  to  build  on  the  good 
work  the  Elizabeth  River  Project's  team  has  already 
done.  I  intend  to  continue  my  work  with  the  project 
as  a  member  of  the  Leadership  Review  Board. 

Improving  our  water  quality  today  is  especially 
important  considering  the  expansion  this  area  is 
projected  to  undergo  in  the  future.  Hampton  Roads  is 
already  the  fastest  growing  part  of  the  state.  The  city 
of  Suffolk  is  projected  to  be  the  next  sector  to 
expand.  That's  why  when  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  came  to  me  for  help  on  another  project; 
one  to  improve  the  Nansemond  River  Basin  in 
Suffolk,  I  was  glad  to  respond. 

The  Nansemond  project  will  provide  a 
comprehensive  watershed  planning  and  management 
plan  for  the  Nansemond  River  Basin.  From  this 
study,  the  Army  Corps  hopes  to  find  answers  to  the 
interrelated  problems  of  water  conservation,  water 
control,  water  resources  development,  wetland 
protection  and  environmental  restoration.  It's  another 
step  toward  improving  our  waterways  throughout 
Hampton  Roads  and  planning  together  for  the  futiue 
of  our  area. 

Thanks  to  the  Navy  and  the  Virginia  Port 
Authority,  Hampton  Roads  if  a  major  metropolitan 
area  and  one  of  the  most  active  ports  on  the  East 
Coast  Preserving  and  improving  our  waterways  helps 
the  value  of  our  real  estate  and  redevelopment  efforts, 
and  recognizes  the  long-term  economic,  rex:reational, 
health  and  safety  needs  of  this  growing  area.  I  am  glad 
to  be  of  assistance  in  these  worthwhile  endeavors,  and 
my  door  remains  open  to  tall  those  with  ideas  that 
will  benefit  the  quality  of  life  of  our  families. 

Norman  Sisisky 
Member  of  Congress 
4th  District 
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Mr.  Bevill.  We  would  be  glad  to  hear  from  you,  both  of  you. 

Mr.  Moses.  Mr.  Bevill,  I  am  sure  you  will  give  my  regards  to 
Chairman  Myers  and  other  honored  members  of  the  subcommittee, 
and  Congressman  Sisisky  for  coming  in  to  introduce  us. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  speak  in  support  of  the  Elizabeth 
River  Basin  Environmental  Restoration  Reconnaissance  Study. 
That's  quite  a  mouthful.  Let  me  assure  you  that  the  goals  of  the 
Elizabeth  River  project  are  very  similar  to  the  goals  in  the  Corps 
of  Engineers'  study,  and  I  will  give  you  just  a  little  bit  more  back- 
ground than  Congressman  Sisisky  did  on  the  Elizabeth  River 
project. 

He  mentioned  that  the  four  cities  are  cooperating,  which  is  a  rar- 
ity, I  think.  There  are  about  350  miles  of  shoreline  and  a  network 
of  dredge  channels.  We  have  been  using  this  river  for  industrial 
purposes  for  about  300  years.  Unfortunately,  it  does  need  help.  It 
is  under  stress  and  it  is  one  of  three  hot  spots  for  pollution  in  the 
entire  Chesapeake  Bay  watershed.  Helping  restore  this  asset  and 
heightening  the  appreciation  of  the  river  will  give  new  life  to  both 
Norfolk  and  Portsmouth,  and  I  am  extremely  proud  to  represent 
the  Elizabeth  River  project. 

It  is  a  volunteer  organization.  It  is  a  grass-roots,  nonprofit  orga- 
nization; and  it  is  a  product  of  a  small  group  of  people  getting  to- 
gether, first  in  1991,  to  talk  about  improving  the  river,  and  we 
were  incorporated  in  1993. 

There  are  two  words  to  remember:  broad  representation  and  con- 
sensus. We  are  trying  to  do  this  by  getting  everyone  concerned  to- 
gether so  that  when  we  start  to  work  we  won't  have  any  snags. 

The  results  of  these  people  getting  together  and  the  results  of  a 
comparative  risk  study  recorded  the  broad-based  concern  about  the 
river  and  appreciation  for  its  economic,  ecological  and  recreational 
value.  We  assembled  the  people  that  Congressman  Sisisky  men- 
tioned, representatives  of  civic  leagues,  shipyards,  watermen,  col- 
leges, universities,  environmental  groups,  city.  State  and  Federal 
agencies,  engineering  firms  and  marine  science  agencies;  and  we 
probably  missed  somebody.  This  past  weekend,  actually  the  end  of 
last  week,  Thursday  and  Friday,  they  just  finished  a  reached  con- 
sensus of  a  final  draft  on  a  plan  to  implement  to  improve  the  river. 

The  team  represented  the  greatest  diversity  yet  in  the  Elizabeth 
River  project's  efforts,  and  we  continued  the  principle  of  including 
citizens,  business,  academia  and  government  agencies  in  the  proc- 
ess. Prior  to  this  final  draft,  about  a  thousand  interested  parties 
got  copies  or  summaries — or  a  copy  of  a  summary  of  these  rec- 
ommendations and  were  asked  to  comment,  and  a  large  number  of 
them  did. 

We  have  recruited  a  leadership  review  board,  a  list  of  which  is 
attached  to  the  document  that  we  are  putting  in  for  the  record,  and 
these  people  represent  the  highest  level  of  authority,  knowledge 
and  influence  on  river  issues  and  we  are  going  to  take  our  imple- 
mentation plan  by  them  to  be  sure  that  we  have  everyone's  concur- 
rence. The  proposed  Corps  of  Engineers  Elizabeth  River  Reconnais- 
sance Study  is  a  key  element  to  this  restoration  because  we  need 
to  know  what  is  there  before  we  can  know  how  to  fix  it. 

The  Elizabeth  River  project's  work  has  been  made  possible  with 
grantB  from  EPA,  from  the  Virginia  State  government,  by  contract, 
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the  Virginia  Environmental  En-i'owment,  as  well  as  other  funds 
from  public  and  private  sources  and  a  membership  program. 

This  common-interest  and  local  support  is  fully  evident  in  the 
written  commitment  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia,  cities  of 
Chesapeake,  Norfolk,  Portsmouth,  and  Virginia  Beach,  which  is  at- 
tached. They  are  sponsoring  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Elizabeth 
River  study;  I  have  copies  of  these  attached.  Also  enclosed  with  my 
written  statement  are  copies  of  recent  news  articles,  an  editorial  in 
the  paper  and  others  which  underline  the  visibility  and  community 
support  for  this  effort. 

I  am  not  here  to  boast  about  what  we  have  done  so  far,  but  to 
emphasize  how  far  we  have  to  go.  Identifying  what  needs  to  be 
done  is  just  the  first  step  in  the  journey.  We  must  continue  with 
momentum,  embraced  by  so  many  at  all  levels  of  industry,  govern- 
ment, environment,  and  just  everyday  taxpaying  citizens.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  must  proceed  with  its  reconnaissance  study  of 
the  Elizabeth  River. 

The  Hampton  Roads  community  requests  that  Congress  appro- 
priate funds  for  the  1997  budget,  building  on  the  foundation  laid 
by  the  Elizabeth  River  project.  Funding  for  this  restoration  study 
is  not  a  Corps  project;  instead,  it  is  an  investment  in  the  economic 
and  environmental  health  of  a  region  which  has  demonstrated  its 
commitment  to  restoring  the  river  in  partnership  with  a  port  and 
the  Nation  that  it  has  served  for  300  years. 

Again,  I  authorize — I  urge  you  to  appropriate  funding  for  this 
critical  and  timely  study.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Moses  follows:] 
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Presentation      to 
House     Subcommittee     on     Energy     and 

Water      Development 
House     Committee     on     Appropriations 

March    5,    1996 

Ray    E.    Moses,    Rear    Admiral    NOAA    (retired) 
Chairman,     Elizabeth     River     Project 

Good     afternoon     Chairman     Myers, 
other     honored     members     of     this 
subcommittee,      and      Congressman 
Sisisky.         I     appreciate     this     opportunity 
to    appear    before    you    and    speak    in 
support    of    the    Elizabeth     River    Basin 
Environmental       Restoration 
Reconnaissance    Study.        Let    me    assure 
you    that    the    goals    of    the    Elizabeth 
River    Project    are    very    similar    to    those 
of    the    corps    and    there    is    broad    based 
community     support     for     the     types     of 
actions    that    could    come    from    this 
study. 
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But    first,    allow    me    to    give    you    a 
brief    background     on     why     I'm     here     and 
who     I     represent. 

The    Elizabeth    River    is    a    tributary 
to    the    Chesapeake    Bay,    and    portions    of 
the     cities     of    Chesapeake,     Norfolk, 
Portsmouth,     and     Virginia     Beach     lie 
within    its     watershed.        There     are    about 
350    miles    of    shoreline    and    a    network 
of     dredged     channels     is     maintained 
throughout.        The     Elizabeth     River,     with 
its     natural     depths     and     protected     inlets, 
sustains     the    second    largest    port    on     the 
East     Coast    and    supports     activities 
ranging      from      waterborne      commerce, 
shipyards     and     naval     facilities     to 
recreation,     some     fishing     and     crabbing. 
The    River    is    home    to    the    world's 
largest    Naval    Base    and    the    world's 
oldest     and     largest     naval     shipyard. 

Unfortunately,     the     river     itself     also 
desperately      needs      sustaining 
restoration.        Under     stress     from     these 
many    demands,    the    Elizabeth    is    one    of 
the     three     most     highly     polluted     bodies 
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of    water    in    the    entire    Chesapeake    Bay 
watershed.       A    variety    of    fish    live    in 
the    Elizabeth    and    its    branches.       But 
many     are     deformed     or     adversely 
afflicted    because    of    the    toxins    in    the 
waterway     and     its     sediment. 

Helping     restore     this     national     asset 
and     heightening     appreciation     of     the 
waterway's     positive     roles     constitute 
the    mission    of    the    Elizabeth    River 
Project,     an     organization     I'm     extremely 
proud    to     represent    as    chairman.        This 
grassroots,      non-profit      organization 
was    the    product    of   a    small    group    who 
got    together    in    November    1991    to    talk 
about     cleaning     up     the     river. 

Aided     by     private-sector     seed     grants 
totaling     less     than     $2,000,     the     project's 
founders     asked     65     community     leaders 
in    1992    about    their    thoughts    on    the 
plight     of    the     Elizabeth,     the     importance 
of   the    river    to    Hampton    Roads    and    the 
economic,      esthetic      and      environmental 
gains    that    could    be    expected    from    a 
cleaner       waterway. 
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The     survey     recorded     enough     broad- 
based     concern     about     the     river     and 
appreciation     for     its     economic, 
ecological     and     recreational     value     to 
transform     the     Elizabeth     River     Project 
from    concept    to    reality.        The    project 
then    assembled    more    than    200    men    and 
women     --     representing     civic     leagues, 
shipyards,      watermen,     colleges     and 
universities,       environmental       groups, 
city,     state     and     federal     agencies, 
engineering      firms,      and      marine 
science     agencies--who     just     this     past 
weekend    finished    the    final    draft    of    a 
comprehensive      plan      for 
environmental      restoration      in      the 
Elizabeth      River     watershed. 

This    Watershed    Action    Team    was 
organized     into     work     groups     focusing 
on     the     identified     high     risk     problems 
along    the    river:       loss    of    habitat    and 
wildlife,     sedimentation     and     sediment 
contamination,     water     quality,      and 
toxics    reduction.        This    Team's 
membership      represented      the      greatest 
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diversity     yet    of    the    Elizabeth    River 
Project's      efforts,     continuing      the 
principle     to     include     citizens,     business 
interests,      academia,      and      governmental 
agencies     in     the     process.     "  ' 

Furthermore,     prior     to     the     final 
review,     about     1,000     interested     parties 
received    a    summary    of    the    plan    and 
were    asked    to    comment    on    the 
acceptability     of     the     proposed     actions. 
In     addition,     leaders     representing     the 
highest     levels     of     authority,     knowledge 
and     influence     on     river     issues     were 
recruited     to     serve     on    a    Leadership 
Review    Board    and    provide    feedback.       I 
have    attached    a    list    of    the    Board 
members. 

The    Elizabeth    River    Project    is    now 
developing      an      implementation 
strategy     to     accomplish     the     actions 
proposed    in    this    plan.        The    proposed 
Corps     of    Engineers     Elizabeth     River 
Basin      Environmental      Restoration 
Reconnaissance     Study     is     a     key     element 
of    our     implementation     strategy.        The 
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Corps'      environmental      mission      and 
their     specific     authorities     to     identify 
and      implement      environmental 
restoration     offers     a     great     opportunity 
for     implementing     the     action     proposed 
in     our     Watershed     Action     Plan. 

The     Elizabeth     River     Project's     work 
has     been     made    possible    with     grants 
from      the      Environmental      Protection 
Agency,      Virginia      state      government 
and      the      Virginia     Environmental 
Endowment,    as    well    as    funds    from 
other     public     and     private     sources. 

This     common    interest     and     local 
support     are     further     evident     in     the 
written     commitment     of     the 
Commonwealth     of    Virginia     and     the 
cities     of     Chesapeake,     Norfolk, 
Portsmouth,     and     Virginia     Beach     to 
sponsor     the     Corps'     Elizabeth     River 
Restoration     Study     and    be     future 
partners     in     a     follow-up     feasibility 
study     and     implementation     of     approved 
projects.       I    have    attached    copies    of 
these     letters     of    endorsement     for     your 
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review.        Also    enclosed    with    my    written 
statement     are    copies     of    recent    news 
articles     which     underline     the     visibility 
and     community     support     for     this     effort. 

I'm    not    here    to    boast    of   what    we've 
done    so    far,    but    to    emphasize    how    far 
we    have    to    go.       Identifying    what    needs 
to    be    done    is   just    the    first    step    in    this 
journey.        We    must    continue    with    the 
momentum    embraced    by    so    many    at    all 
levels     of     industry,     government, 
environment     and     just     everyday,     tax- 
paying    citizens.       The    Corps    of 
Engineers     must     proceed     with     its 
reconnaissance     study     of     Elizabeth 
River    restoration.        The    Hampton    Roads 
Community     requests     that     Congress 
appropriate     funds     for     the     1997     budget, 
building    on    the    foundation    laid    by    the 
Elizabeth     River     Project. 

Through     participation     on     various 
task    forces,    the    Corps    has    been    a 
partner     in     the     Elizabeth     River     Project 
for    some    time    now.       From    their 
interaction     and     input,     we     expect     the 
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findings     of     their     initial 
Reconnaissance     Study     will     confirm 
those    of    the    Elizabeth    River    Project, 
and     capitalize     on     many     actions     already 
identified     to     restore     this     valuable     asset 
to    the    Hampton    Roads    area    and    the 
Nation. 

Funding     for     this     restoration     study 
is    not    pork.      Instead    it    will    be    an 
investment     in     the     economic     and 
environmental     health     of     a     region 
which     has     demonstrated     its 
commitment     to     restoring     the     river     in 
partnership     with     the     port     and     the 
nation    it    has    served    for    300    years. 
Again     I    urge    you    to    authorize    funding 
for     this     critical,     timely     study. 

Thank     you. 
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Leadership  Review  Board  Members 

As  of  February  26,  1996 

Additional  leadership  representatives  have  accepted  membership  on  the  Review  Board  of  the 
Elizabeth  River  Project  since  the  questionnaire  was  mailed.  The  up-to-date  membership: 

William  Baker,  President,  Chesapeake  Bay  Foundation 

Dr.  Donald  F.  Boesch,  President,  Alliance  for  the  Chesapeake  Bay 

James  K  Borberg,  General  Manager,  Hampton  Roads  Sanitation  District 

Admiral  Robert  S.  Cole,  Commander,  Norfolk  Naval  Base 

Clarence  V.  Cuffee,  Interim  City  Manager,  City  of  Chesapeake 

Honorable  Becky  Norton  Dunlop,  Secretary  of  Natural  Resources,  Commonwealth  of  Virginia 

Honorable  Mark  L.  Earley,  Virginia  State  Senate 

Rear  Admiral  William  J.  Ecker,  Commander,  5th  District  Coast  Guard 

Honorable  Paul  D.  Fraim,  Mayor,  City  of  Norfolk 

George  C  Garris,  Jr.,  President,  Hampton  Roads  Maritime  Association 

James  J.  Gildea,  Planning  Director,  City  of  Portsmouth 

M.  Elizabeth  Gillelan,  Chief  NOAA  -  Chesapeake  Bay  Office 

John  A  Hornbeck,  President,  Hampton  Roads  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Honorable  Jerrauld  C  Jones,  Virginia  House  of  Delegates 

Dr.  James  V.  Koch,  President,  Old  Dominion  University 

Linda  R  Kolodziej,  President,  Virginia  Audubon  Council 

Dr.  Alan  Krasnoff,  Chairman,  Hampton  Roads  Planning  District  Commission 

William  Matuszeski,  Director,  Chesapeake  Bay  Program 

Honorable  Thomas  W.  Moss,  Speaker  of  the  House,  Virginia  House  of  Delegates 

Honorable  Meyera  K  Obendotf,  Mayor,  City  of  Virginia  Beach 

Honorable  Owen  B  Pickett,  US  House  of  Representatives 

William  Pruitt,  Commissioner,  Virginia  Marine  Resources  Commission 

Colonel  Robert  H.  Reardon,  Jr.,  District  Engineer,  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Honorable  Charles  S.  Robb,  United  States  Senate 

John  L.  Roper  HI,  President,  South  Tidewater  Association  of  Ship  Repairers 

Honorable  Norman  Sisisky,  United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Honorable  Frank  W.  Wagner,  Virginia  House  of  Delegates 

Honorable  Stanley  C  Walker,  President  pro  tempore.  Senate  of  Virginia 

Honorable  John  Warner,  United  States  Senate 

Honorable  Gloria  O.  Webb,  Mayor,  City  of  Portsmouth 

Dr.  Harrison  B  Wilson,  President,  Norfolk  State  University 

Dr  L.D.  Wright,  Acting  Dean  and  Director,  Virginia  Institute  of  Marine  Science 
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Charter  Organizational  Members  1996 

Area  Container  Service 

Atlantic  Energy 

Ballard  Fish  &  Oyster  Co. 

Cape  Henry  Audubon  Society 

Cargill  Inc. 

Center  for  Innovative  Technology 

Chesapeake  Bay  Foundation 

City  of  Norfolk,  Dept.  of  Public  Works 

City  of  Norfolk,  Utilities  Dept. 

City  of  Virginia  Beach 

Colonna's  Shipyard,  Inc. 

Cogentrix 

Commonwealth  Atlantic,  L.P. 

DESMI,  Inc. 

Hampton  Roads  Sanitation  District 

Huntsman  Chemical  Corp. 

Jacobson  Metal  Co. 

Jalbert  &  Associates,  Inc. 

NAACP,  Portsmouth  Branch 

Nautical  Adventures,  Inc. 

Norfolk  Environmental  Commission 

Norfolk  Shipbuilding  &  Drydock  Corp.  (NORSHIPCO) 

Tarmac  America,  Inc. 

The  Students  of  W.H.  Taylor  Elementary  School 

United  Winner  Metals,  Inc. 

URS  Consultants 

Virginia  Port  Authority 

Virginia  Pilot  Association 

Virginia  Power 

Woolpert  Consultants 
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COMMONWEALTH  of  VIRQINIA 


Office  of  the  Governor 
June  19. 1995 


Caorg*  Alltn  Becky  Nortan  IXanlop 

Gmnaet  Scofaiy  ot  Ntimil  JtoouRa 


Colonel  Andrew  M  Peridns,  Jr. 

District  Engineer 

Norfolk  District  Corps  of  Engineers 

803  Front  Street 

Norfolk,  Virginia  23510 

Dear  Colonel  Perkins: 

The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  wishes  to  express  its  strong  support  for 
initiating  a  reconnaissance  study  of  the  Elizabeth  River  Basin,  We  understand 
that  the  reconnaissance  study  will  focus  on  the  need  for  environmental  and  other 
interrelated  activities  important  to  improve  the  condition  of  the  Elizabeth  River, 
including  restoration  of  environmenul  qualities.  The  Elizabeth  River  is  the 
dominant  natural  feature  of  central  Hampton  Roads.  During  centuries  of  heavy 
use  the  river  has  become  seriously  degraded.  However,  the  river  is  far  from  dead 
and  remains  a  fiinctioning  tributary  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  The  Elizabeth  River's 
deep  waters  remain  the  economic  lifeblood  of  the  region  and  provide  spawning 
grounds  for  fish,  habitat  for  rare  and  endangered  species,  and  mudflats  for  a 
million  dollar  crab  harvest  i 

We  understand  the  two  phase  planning  process  required  as  a  result  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986,  as  amended,  and 
we  would  be  willing  to  consider  sharing  in  the  cost  of  a  feasibility  study, 
depending  on  the  results  of  the  Federally  funded  reconnaissance  investigation. 
After  the  reconnaissance  study  is  completed,  and  if  the  Commonwealth  is 
interested  in  pursuing  follow-up  studies,  we  would  be  willing  to  consider 
providing  all  of  tbc  requirements  for  local  cooperation,  including  the  cash 
contribution,  as  outlined  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986,  as 
amended,  prior  to  Ae  implementation  of  a  Federal  improvement  in  the  Elizabeth 
River  Basin.  I  am  also  contacting  the  mayors  of  the  cities  of  Portsmouth, 
Chesapeake,  Norfolk,  and  Virginia  Beach  and  encouraging  them  to  become  co- 
sponsors  with  the  Commonwealth  in  supporting  these  efforts. 


P.O.  BokMTS  •  Kktmiond,  Vhi^inu  23212  •  (8(M}7>6.aOM  •  TDD  (8M)  7M-77(a 
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Colonel  Andrew  M.  Perkins,  Jr. 
June  19, 1995 
Page  Two 


Thank  you  for  your  involvcmem  in  and  commitment  to  the  Commonwealth 
of  Virginia  and  the  Elizabeth  River  Basin.  We  are  hopeful  that  the  Elizabeth  River 
Basin  will  be  selected  for  study  and  we  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  this 
project.  Please  call  me  if  we  can  be  of  furtlicr  assistance  in  providing  support  for 
this  study. 


Sincei 


relx. 


JinJ^fj 


BND/j 
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COMMONWEALTH  of  VIRQINIA 

Office  of  the  Governor 
June  26, 1995 


Becky  Norton  [Xinlop 
Swretary  of  Natural  Resources 


The  Honorable  William  E.  Ward     /^  /  /     //  /    J.  ^ 

Mayor,  City  of  Chesapeake         f  S/ ^^ (c^    /eZT^'^-^    ^^^'■c  J^.^ ^<:> 
Post  Office  Box  15225  /     /r^oy^i  a/  A^arA//<j  P'=^T^^ot</Aj 

Chesapeake,  Virginia  23328        V     ^^^^    y",^<^<'n.<s~.  '^e^cJi 

Dear  Mayor  Ward: 

The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  has  strongly  endorsed  the  initiation  of  a 
Corps  of  Engineers  reconnaissance  study  of  the  Elizabeth  River  Basin.  The 
reconnaissance  study  will  focus  on  the  need  for  environmental  and  other 
interrelated  activities  required  to  clean  up  the  Elizabeth  River,  including  the 
protection  and  restoration  of  environmental  qualities.  The  Elizabeth  River  stands 
out  as  the  dominant  natural  feature  of  central  Hampton  Roads  and  the  city  of 
Chesapeake.  During  centuries  of  heavy  use,  the  river  has  become  degraded. 
However,  the  river  is  far  from  dead  and  remains  a  functioning  tributary  of  the 
Chesapeake  Bay.  The  Elizabeth  River's  deep  waters  remain  the  economic 
lifeblood  of  the  region  and  provide  spawning  grounds  for  fish,  habitat  for  rare 
and  endangered  species,  and  mudflats  for  a  million  dollar  crab  harvest. 

If  approved  by  Congress,  the  Corps  study  will  be  carried  out  as  a  two 
phase  planning  process  under  the  provisions  of  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1986,  as  amended.  The  first  phase  reconnaissance  study  is 
100%  federally  funded.  During  this  phase,  problems  and  needs  of  the  Elizabeth 
River  Basin  will  be  defined  and  potential  solutions  will  be  identified.  Based  upon 
the  reconnaissance,  the  federal  government  and  non-federal  sponsors  jointly 
decide  whether  a  full  feasibility  study,  the  second  phase,  is  warranted.  The 
Corps  and  the  non-federal  sponsors  must  agree  fo  share  equally  in  the  cost  of 
the  feasibility  phase. 


P.O.  Box  1475  •  Ridunond.  Vuginu  23212  •  (804)  786-0044  •  TDD  (804)  786-7765 
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The  Honorable  William  E.  Ward 
June  26, 1995 
Page  Two 


I  am  writing  to  you  and  the  mayors  of  Norfolk,  Ponsmouth,  and  Virginia 
Beach  to  encourage  you  to  become  a  co-sponsor  with  the  Commonwealth  in 
supporting  the  reconnaissance  efforts  and,  depending  on  the  potential  solutions 
identified,  the  next  phase  of  feasibility  investigations.  We  all  have  a  vested 
interest  in  restoring  the  Elizabeth  River  system  to  the  highest  level  of 
environmental  quality,  and  it  is  anticipated  that  these  investigations  will  bring  us 
closer  to  providing  practical  solutions. 

The  problems  and  needs  in  the  Elizabeth  River  Basin  were  not  generated 
by  any  one  entity.  In  the  same  regard,  restoring  the  Elizabeth  cannot  be 
accomplished  without  a  cooperative  and  cost-effective  effort.  Your  city 
becoming  a  partner  with  the  Commonwealth  in  support  of  the  Corps  initiatives  is 
needed  and  appreciated. 


JeClc^  Norton  Dunlop 


BND/j 
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CrlGSciP^BRC  City  of  Chesapeake 

^**-s^,JV  I  R  G  I  N  I  A 

OfflcQ  of  the  Cttv  Marragsf 

Post  Office  Box  1S225 

Chesopeaks.  Virginia  23326-6225 

(604)547-6166 

November  15,  1995 

The  Honprabie  Becky  Norton  Dunlop 
Secretary  of  Natural  R^ources 
Office  of  the  Governor 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia 
P.O.  Box  1475 
Richmond,  Virginia   23212 

Dear  Secretary  Dunlop: 

TTie  City  of  Chesapeake  wishes  to  express  its  strong  support  for  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  initiating  a  reconnaissance  study  of  the  Elizabeth  River  Basin.  We 
understand  that  the  reconnaissance  study  will  focus  on  the  need  for  environmental  and 
other  interrelated  activities  important  to  improve  the  condition  of  the  Elizabeth  River, 
including  restoration  qualities. 

We  understand  the  Corps  two  phase  planning  process  required  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986,  as  amended,  and  other  Corps 
policy.  After  the  Federally  funded  reconnaissance  investigation  is  completed,  and  if  the 
City  of  Chesapeake  detenmines  that  it  is  interested  in  pursuing  follow-up  studies,  we 
would  be  willing  to  consider  sharing  in  the  cost  of  the  second  phase,  the  feasibility 
study.  In  addition,  prior  to  implementation  of  a  Federal  improvement  in  the  Elizabeth 
River  Basin,  we  would  be  wOIing  to  consider  providing  all  of  the  requirements  for  local 
cooperation,  including  cash  contribution  at  the  time  of  construction  in  accordance  with 
Federal  law  and  current  Corps  polk;y. 

Sincerely, 


Clarence  V.  gjyFfee 
Interim  City  Manager 


CVC/knh 


c:  Colonel  Robert  H.  Reardon.  Jr. 


HTw  C/V  or  Okuopeote  odnonai  n  ffi«  princ^pta)  o<  equal  enioio)>m«nr  oocorfunff)'. 
Tiift  pofcy  aifanetF  to  ol  progronw  and  nndlcai  iuopa/fM  Of  f»  CVy.* 
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€'itu  ni  Norfutk 


iJtrnini: 


^ani  p.  ynmt  UDj  ijf^  ^M  f  aiWna 

November  27,  1995 


Honorable  3ec!ey  Norton  Dimlop 
SeeretBury  o£  Natural  Resources 
Office  of  tha  Oovamor 
Commonwealtih  of  Virginia 
P.  O.  Box  1475 
Richmond,  VA  23212 


Dear  Secretary  Dunlop : 

Tha  City  of  NcrfoUc  wishes  to  «xpre9s  arrong  support  for  the  proposed  Corps 
of  Engineers  reconixaissanca  study  of  the  Elizabeth  River  basin,  This  study  wouid 
focus  on  the  need  for  environmental  and  other  related  activities  required  to 
clean  up  the  Elisabeth  River.  The  Elizabeth  River  is  a  vital  economic  and 
environmental  asset  to  the  region  that  is  clearly  deserving  of  the  protectioa  and 
restoration  projects  Chat  could  result  from  this  initial  ntudy. 

The  City  understands  the  two  phase  planning  process  required  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Hater  Resources  Development  Act  of  X986,  as  amended,  and  other 
Corps  policy.  .\fter  tha  Federally  funded  recoimaissaace  investigation  is 
completed,  and  if  the  City  determines  that  it  is  interested  in  pursuing  follow-up 
studies,  we  would  be  willing  to  consider  sharing  in  the  cost  of  the  second  phase 
of  the  study.  In  addition,  we  understand  the  requlrerosatB  for  local  cooperation 
and  coot  share  participation  in  construction  projects  and  would  be  willing  to 
consider  participation  in  these  projects  at  the  appropriate  time  during  th«  study 
phase. 
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Eonoraile  Secky  Norton  Dunlop 
November  27,  1395 
?«ge  2 


We  look  Corward  co  worlcis?  closely  with  the  Corps  and  Che  Scjice  throu^houc 
this  process.  Pleasa  lec  me  laiow  if  w«  can  be  a£  further  nsaieKaace  in  ansurlog 
that  this  itnportaoc  project  aovec  Eerward. 


colonel  Robert  H.  Reardon,  Jr. 
Norfolk  District  Corps  of  Engineers 
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dittg  of  Pffrtamoutij,  Virginia 

<6iRct  of  Ifpe  OUtD  dUerb 
p.  •.  Sa  820 

|?>t«l)li>licb  ITiZ  fiiitMuiuHi,  iBbgnu  23703-3820  (804)  39J'aS39 

November  16, 199S 


TO:    Marilee  Hawkins,  Director  of  Environmental  Services 

SUBJECT:    TRANSMITTAL 

At  the  November  14, 1995  meeting  of  City  Council,  the  attached 
document  was  adopted  by  City  Couial. 

Document  No.  Ordinance  Resoiutipn 

84  X 


Debra  Y.  White 

Chief  Deputy  City  Clefk 
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A  RESOLUTION  EXPRESSING  SUPPORT  FOR  A  PROPOSED  RECONNAISSANCE 
STUDY  BY  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONDITIONS  IN 
THE  ELIZABETH  RIVER. 

WHEREAS,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  proposed  to  fund  and 
the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  has  endorsed  Phase  One  of  a 
reconnaissance  study  of  the  environmental  conditions  in  the 
Elizabeth  River;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  proposed  study  will  focus  on  the 
identification  of  environmental  and  other  interrelated 
activities  needed  to  improve  the  condition  of  the  Elizabeth 
River;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Elizabeth  River  is  an  important  economic  and 
recreational  asset,  not  just  to  the  City  of  Portsmouth,  but  to 
the  entire  Hampton  Roads  region. 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  Council  of  the 
City  of  Portsmouth,  Virginia,  hereby  expresses  its  strong 
support  for  the  goals  of  the  proposed  study  and  for  Phase  One, 
in  particular. 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  City  Clerk  is  hereby 

directed  to  forward  copies  of  this  Resolution  to  the  Corps  of 

Engineers  and  to  the  Secretary  of  Natural  Resources  for  the 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia. 

Adopted   by   the   Council   of   the   City   of   Portsmouth, 
Virginia,  at  a  meeting  held  on  November  14,  1995. 

Teste: 


City  Clerk 
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•<c^^ 


Oit>^  of  "VxargiiTii^    B^^^ol-i 


Oft^  Of  The  GTV  vuiuft;n> 
1804)  «7.4J«2 
f*X  (KM)  iP-<l3S 


December  12,  1995 


The  Honorable  Becky  Norton  DunJop 
Secretary  of  Natural  Resources 
Office  of  the  Governor 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia 
Post  OfSce  Box  1475 
Richmond,  Virginia  23212 


Dear  Secretary  DuiJop: 

The  City  of  Virginia  Beach  wishes  to  express  its  strong  support  for  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  initiating  a  reconnaissance  study  of  the  Elizabeth  River  Basin,  and  our  desire 
to  be  a  co-sponsor  of  this  effort  with  the  Commonwealth  and  our  neighboring  cities  of 
Chesapeake,  Norfolk,  and  Portsmouth.  We  understand  that  the  reconnaissance  study  will 
focus  on  the  need  for  environmental  and  other  interrelated  activities  required  to  assist  in 
the  clean  up  of  this  vital  international,  national,  state,  and  regional  waterway,  including 
restoration  of  its  environmental  resources  which  are  critical  to  improve  the  overall  condition 
of  the  Elizabeth  River. 

Should  this  study  be  approved  by  Congress,  we  understand  the  Corps  two  phase  planning 
process  required  under  the  provisions  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986, 
as  amended,  and  other  Corps  policy  regarding  projects  of  this  scope.  After  the  federally 
funded  phase  one  reconnaissance  investigation  is  completed,  and  if  the  City  of  Virginia 
Beach  determines  that  it  is  interested  in  pursuing  follow-up  studies,  as  warranted,  we  would 
be  willing  to  consider  sharing  in  the  cost  of  the  phase  two  feasibility  study.  In  addition, 
prior  to  implementation  of  any  potential  Federal  improvements  in  the  Elizabeth  River 
Basin,  we  would  be  willing  to  consider  providing  our  share  of  the  requirements  for  local 
cooperation,  including  cash  contribution  at  the  time  of  construction  in  accordance  with 
Federal  law  and  current  Corps  policy  as  a  non-federal  sponsor. 
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The  Honorable  Becky  Norton  DunJop 
December  12,  1995 
page  two 


As  a  neighbor  to  this  resource,  along  with  our  sister  cities,  Virginia  Beach  has  a  vested 
interest  in  restoring  the  Elizabeth  to  its  highest  possible  level  of  environmental  quality.  We 
understand  that  the  problems  evidenced  in  the  Elizabeth  River  watershed  were  not 
generated  by  any  one  entity,  and  therefore  accept  our  responsibility  to  shoulder  our  fair 
share  as  a  full  partner  in  helping  to  restore  the  bounty  of  this  resource.  This  work  can  best 
be  accomplished  through  a  cooperative  and  cost-effective  effort,  such  as  proposed  by  the 
Corps. 

We  are  hopeful  that  the  Elizabeth  River  Basin  will  be  selected  for  phase  one  federal 
funding  for  the  recoiuiaissance  study,  and  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  our 
neighbors  on  this  project.  Please  contact  us  if  we  may  be  of  further  assistance  in  providing 
support  for  this  effort. 

Sincerely, 

JklQt^  K.  Spore 
City  Manager 

CC:  Clarence  V.  Cuffee 

James  B.  Oliver,  Jr. 
V.  Wayne  Orton 
Colonel  Robert  H.  Reardon,  Jr. 
Robert  R.  Matthias 
H.  Qayton  Bemick,  III 
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rrfE  VIRC!tilA,N..I>!LOT    MONDAY.  jANUAJty^.  1996 

THE  ELIMETH  RIVER  Pf?OJECT 


AfT 


^'\d^ 


How  tc>  cleanse  a  river 


Cleansing  the  river, 

degraded  by 

humankind,  will  be 

no  snap. 


Cleansing  poilutedirivers  is  no  snap. 
The  Bntisii  began-  the  deanup-  d 
the  Thames  in  the  niidrl9th  centu- 
ry. Fish  did  not  reappear  at-  London 
Bridge  until  a  cencuiy  later.  "~   ' 

Cleansing  South.  Hampton  Roads'  Eliza- 
beth River,  degraded,  by  humankind,  will' 
be  no  snap  either:    -: 

The  Elizabeth  River  springs  off  the 
body  of  water  known  as  Hampton  Roads 
—  the  roadstead  in  which  sliips  may  ride 
at  anchor  —  to  divide  Norfolk  and  Ports- 
mouth. It  then  splits  into  three  branches, 
the  Western  Brancli,  which  thrusts 
through  Portsmouth,  the  Soutirem 
Branch,  which  further  divides  Norfolk  and 
Portsmouth  and  snakes  into  Chesapeake, 
and  the  Eastern 
Branch,  which  sepa- 
rates Chesterfield 
Heights  from  Berk- 
ley. Of  the  three 
branches,  the  South- 
ern Branch  is  the 
most  polluted 

Fish  live  in  the 
Elizabeth  and  its  branches.  But  many  are 
blind  deformed  and  afflicted  with  cancers 
because  of  the  toxins  in  the  waterways' 
sediment  Poisoned  fish  aren't  sa£e  for 
human  consumption.  •  "  _  -  . 

Reducing  pollutants,  thus  lessening  the 
peril  to  fish  and  people,  and  heightening 
appreciation  of  tiie  waterway's  positive 
roles  constitute  the  mission  of  the  Eliza- 
beth River  Project  This  grass-roots,  non- 
profit organization  was  the  product  of  a 
conversation  among  four  regional  resi- 
dents \s^o  got  together  in  November  1991 
to  talk  about  upgrading  the  Elizabeth's 
water  quality.     ,    •' 

Aided  by  private-sector  seed  grants  to- 
taling less  than  S2,000,  the  prp)ecfs 
founders  asked  65  community  leaders  in 
1992  about  their  thoughts  on  the  plight  of 
the  Elizabeth,  the  importance  of  the  river 
to  Hampton  Roads  and  the  economic,  es- 
thetic and  environmental  gains  &at  could 
be  expected  from  a  cleaner^waterway. 

The  survey  recorded  enough  concern 
about  the  river  and  appreciation  for  its 
economic,  ecological  and  recreational  val- 
ue to  transform  the  Elizabeth  River  Proj- 
ect from  concept-  to  reality.-  The  project 
then  assembled  80  ihen  and.  women  — 
representing  civic  leagues,  shipyards,  wa- 
termen, coUeges  and  universities,  envi- 
ronmental groups,  dty,  state  and  federal 
agendes,  engineering  firms,  marine-sd- 
ence  agendes  —  into  three  Comparative 
Risk  Committees.  The  panels  were  com- 
missioned to  identify  and  prioritize  tlie 


the  river's  iDs-  They  subsequently  report- 
ed that  the  most-serious  risks  to  the  river 
are  (D  poihited  sediment  and  harmful 
sedimgiQtion  processes,  (2)  loss  of  habi- 
tat and  plant  and  animal  life,  (3)  polluted 
runoff  from  streets,  roads,  yards  and  oth- 
o-  surfaces  and  (4)  pollution  from  specific 
enterprises. 

THus  led  to  formation  of  a  120-member 
Watershed  Action  Team,  which  also  rep- 
resented a  wide  spectrum  of  sodety.  The 
team  recently  finished  the  first  draft  of  a 
OMnprehensive  plan  for  environmental 
restoration  in  the  Elizabeth  River 
watershed 

The  Elizabeth  River  Project's  work  has 
been  made  possible  with  grants  from  the 
U.S.    Environmental 
Protection  Agency's 
Regional  and  Stace 
Planning  Branch  and 
the  Virginia  state  gov- 
ernment  as   well   as 
grants   from   the  pri- 
vate Virginia  Environ- 
mental Endowment 
and  funds  from  other  public  and  private 
sources.  .' 

Now  the  U.S  Armv  Corns  nf  'Frurinpf  r^ 
has  been  tola  it  may  proceed:  with  a 
$400,000  study  of  Elizabeth-deanup  op- 
tions when  Congress  appropriates  the 
funds.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  build 
cm  the  foundation  laid  by  the  Elizabeth 
River  Project 

So  £ar,  so  good  The  Elizabeth  is  dean- 
er  today  than  it  was  during  Worid  War  11' 
and  into  the  19S0s  because  the  Hampton 
Roads  Sanitation  District  Commission 
plugged  all  the  outfalls  pouring  raw  sew- 
age into  it  and  because  of  growhig  gov- 
ernmental regulation  and  increased  sen- 
sitivity to  the  environment  by  businesses 
operating  on.  alongside  or  near  the  river. 
But  much  remains  to  be  done.  The  Eliz- 
abeth is  one  of  the  three  dirtiest  water- 
ways hooked  to  Chesapeake  Bay  (the  An- 
acostia  River  in  Washington  and 
Baltimore's  harbor  are  the  =  others).  To 
breathe  freshness  into  the  Elizabeth,  wet- 
lands must  be  restored  heavy  metals  and 
other  sources  of  toxins  remediated  and 
the  rivH-  protected  against  polluted  runoff 
in  the  watershed  .r.-~'"  ; 

;  We  applaud  the  broad  public  invohre- 
mentin  the  Elizabeth  River  Project  and 
the  orderly  progress  toward  the  deanup. 
We  applaud  too,  the  pluck  and  smarts  of 
the  smaO  band  that  a  scant  four  years 
ago  set  out  to  do  something  about  the 
most  arban-stressed  river  in  Hampton 
Roads. 
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Neighbors  making  a  difference 


Hv  loriv  WiiAnror4 

M   11/    II  nil)  It 

Tliis  is  nl)uiit  a  liabil  suiiie  ol  your 
neighhors  have  pickotl  up. 
riiny've  walked  oul  of  llieir 
hoiuos,  lakoii  n((  llieir  lies  and 
pileluKJ  ill  elliow-to-eihow  to  tackle 
the  roiiiiuunily's  tougluisl  problems: 
Clime,  pollulidu,  lacial  (livisk)ii. 

I  he  Vii|Jiuiaii  Pilot  liisl  visiletl 
will)  lliem  about  a  year  ago,  looking 
al  iiislancos  where  people  in  South 
llamplun  Roads  had  come  togollier 
to  woik  on  issues  that  olleii  had 
lieeu  led  to  government   Sometimes 
government  couldn't  do  it. 
Sometimes  people  just  decided  lliey 
wauled  to  do  it  themselves 

It's  a  persistent  lial)il,  one  that 
many  Ameiicans  have  developed. 

Some  smart  people  aioiind  the 
(.ounliy  even  siudy  the  habit.  I  larry 
fioyle,  al  the  1  liimplwey  Institute  of 
Pntilic  Affairs  in  Ivlinneapolis,  wrote 
that  peojile  working  together  to  solve 
IMobtems  "counecis  the  coiumunily, 
llie  woikplace,  and  lire  liome  to  the 
larger  putilic  stage.  It  generates  pride 
and  civic  dignity  and  develops 
people's  fiilt  klentily  as  'citizens. '  " 

It  also  could  be  desci.bed  as,  well, 
politics.  Politics  ha|)pens  when 
|)oople  gel  logelher  to  work  out 
knotty  |)ioi)lems.  They  work  hard, 
they  compioinise,  they  argue. 
Politics  has  become  a  dirty  word, 
but  it  begins  witti  people  who  want 
to  hiing  about  change. 

What  l3oy1e  doesn't  say,  and  the 
people  we  talked  to  did,  is  Ihal  this 
is  fun.  It's  like  a  t)arn  raising  — 
awfully  haid  work,  but  you  don't 
soon  forget  it. 
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■  A  broad  spectrum  of  interests  is  getting  a  jump  on  the 
:  government  in  its  efforts  to  save  the  Elizabeth  River. 


What  started  around  a  kitcben 
'  table  IS  anally  staitmg  :o  cook. 

The  Elizabeth  River  Project  is 
drafting  its  proposal  to  rescue  the 
nver  that  pumps  through  the 
heart  or"  Hampton  Roads.  Five 
years  alter  ±e  idea  nrst  percolat- 
ed^  four  years  after  its  founders 
started  asking  other  people  what 
they  thought,  they're  ready  to  acL 

On  June  20,  the  project  will 
hold  a  public  conference  at  Mauri- 
cus  in  Nonolk  to  present  a 
"watershed  action  pian"  for  the 
nver. 

When  they  do,  it  will  be  one 
place  where  environmental  con- 
servation —  a  notion  that  began 
30  years  ago  with  ordinary  folks 
but  somehow  became  a  branch  of 
government  —  comes  home  again. 

This  plan  does  not  spring  from 


the  desks  of  bureaucrats.  The 
work  was  done  across  South 
Hampton  Roads  on  home  omput- 
ers,  in  sinpyards,  in  back  yards, 
same  of  it  actually  on  boats. 

It  was  written  by  people  who 
want  to  be  able  to  swmi  in  the 
Elizabeth  River  again,  to  fish 
from  it  one  day,  to  walk  their  chil- 
dren along  its  banks.  They  want 
to  take  their  rtver  back. 

"Government  can  only  go  so  far 
as  the  will  of  the  people,"  said 
Marjone  Mayneid,  director  of  the 
project  and  one  of  its  founders. . 
"If  the  community  doesn't  want  it, 
the  government  cant  do  it 

"We  wanted  to  buHd  an  educat- 
ed, concerned  constituency,  unite 
the  diverse  interests,  sit  down  at  a 
table  with  all  the  parties.  We've 
been  looking  for  the  middle 


ground  where  thmgs  can  hap- 
pen." 

That,  she  said,  is  not  something 
government  can  do  well,  because 
everyone  expects  the  worst  of 
govemmeoL 

The  project  has  recruited  a 
broad  spectrum  of  busmessmen, 
shipbuilders,  environmentalists 
and  even  government  experts 
working  on  their  own  nme.  With 
any  luck,  they'll  have  a  good  jump 
on  the  consensus  necessary  to  get 
their  recommendations  movmg 
with  the  pubhc,  the  industry  and 
the  state  legislature. 

"In  this  day  and  age,  what  we 
see  is  a  lot  of  more  mihtant  envi- 
ronmental groups  losing  support," 
Mayfield  said.  "We're  just  finding 
a  lot  more  support  with  the  part- 
nership approach." 
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Mr.  Bevill.  We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you.  Can  you  summa- 
rize yours?  We  will  have  the  full  copy  of  yours. 

Mr.  Fisher.  I  have  no  further  comments  in  support. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  get  what  you  ask  for. 

Mr.  SiSlSKY.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  was  something  I  forgot.  I 
talked  about  the  Norfolk  Naval  Shipyard  and  the  naval  base  down 
there.  You  should  see  aircraft  carriers  come  out  of  that  river.  It 
looks  like  it  holds  the  whole  river  that  goes  to  the  shipyard. 

But  we  also  have  NOAA  on  that  river.  We  also,  believe  it  or  not, 
we  have  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  the  river,  and  the  Coast  Guard. 
There  are  only  two  buildings  that  the  Corps  owns,  and  one  of  them 
is  on  the  Elizabeth  River  and  everybody  wants  to  get  that  building. 
We  want  to  let  them  move. 

Hello  there. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  am  going  to  have  to  leave. 

Mr.  SiSlSKY.  Oh,  no,  you  can't  leave. 

Mr.  Myers.  My  chairmanship  didn't  last  long.  Don't  turn  your 
back. 

Mr.  SiSiSKY.  But  we  do  thank  you  and  we  do  thank  Congressman 
Myers. 

Mr.  Bevill.  He  has  been  wanting  it  all  these  years,  and  he  fi- 
nally got  it  and  now  he  is  tired  of  it  already. 

Mr.  SisiSKY.  I  know.  We  are  going  to  miss  both  of  you.  I  have 
been  coming  here  for  14  years. 

Mr.  Bevill.  The  Chairman  accuses  me  of  spending  all  the  money 
and  then  giving  him  the  gavel. 

Mr.  SisiSKY.  Well,  you  did  a  pretty  good  job. 

Mr.  Myers.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  SiSlSKY.  You  did  a  pretty  good  job. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  am  sorry  I  missed  your  testimony. 

Mr.  SiSlSKY.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  will  certainly  work  with  you  on  this  and  do  what 
we  can  to  be  of  help  to  you;  you  will  be  surprised  to  know  that  you 
were  inviting  me  to  come  out  to  Norfolk,  and  I  spent  the  weekend 
out  there  on  the  John  Stennis  and  had  a  very  great  weekend.  We 
got  in  a  storm,  and  that  added  to  it. 

Mr.  SiSiSKY.  I  would  like  to  tell  you  the  story  of  how  we  named 
that  ship. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Well,  I  had  an  idea  you  played  a  role  in  it  in  your 
position. 

Mr.  SiSlSKY.  Actually,  the  CVN  77  was  supposed  to  be  the  USS 
Sisisky,  but  Ronald  Reagan  won  out  over  me. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Well,  I  will  tell  you  the  rubber  bands  worked. 

Mr.  Sisisky.  I  can  show  you  my  hat  in  the  office,  USS  Sisisky. 

Mr.  Bevill.  When  we  landed,  the  rubber  bands  worked  all  right. 
And  then  when  they  shot  us  off  the  deck,  I  did  lose  my  hat  on  that. 

Mr.  Sisisky.  It  is  a  thrill,  though. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Other  than  that,  I  made  it  fine. 

Mr.  Sisisky.  I  tell  you,  I  tell  people  all  the  time,  only  an  aircraft 
battle  group  can  show  the  might  and  power  of  the  United  States; 
you  can't  see  a  bomber  at  40,000. 

But  it  is  an  imposing  thing,  isn't  it? 

Mr.  Bevill.  Yes,  it  really  is,  it  really  is. 

Mr.  Sisisky.  Thank  you  very  much. 
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Mr.  Bevill.  Grood  to  see  you. 


Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
YUCCA  MOUNTAIN  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

THE  HON.  JOHN  ENSIGN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
TEffi  STATE  OF  NEVADA 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  are  pleased  to  have  you  with  us,  John,  our  good 
friend  and  colleague  and  so  we  will  hear  from  you  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Ensign.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ap- 
preciate the  opportunity  to  be  before  you  today,  and  I  do  find  my- 
self in  a  little  bit  of  a  unique  situation  in  that  I  am  not  asking  you 
for  money.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  am  asking  for  just  the  opposite, 
that  you  not  appropriate  money  for  a  certain  project  in  my  State. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  don't  know  if  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  handle 
that. 

Mr.  Ensign.  You  might  want  to  hear  the  rest. 

The  project  to  which  I  am  referring  is,  of  course,  the  commercial 
nuclear  waste  program.  The  Yucca  Mountain  project  has  plagued 
our  State  for  many,  many  years,  and  realizing  that  the  Yucca 
Mountain  project  has  become  a  failure,  it  has  needlessly  expended 
billions  of  taxpayers*  dollars. 

The  nuclear  industry  has  now  changed  its  focus  to  interim  stor- 
age; and  ironically,  this  so-called  interim  storage  also  has  a  facility 
life  of  over  100  years.  This  so-called  interim  facility  poses  new 
health,  safety  and  economic  risks  to  Nevada  and  other  State's  citi- 
zens. 

When  we  talk  of  interim  storage,  we  must  look  at  all  the  factors 
involved,  including  transportation.  The  idea  of  shipping  at  least 
86,000  metric  tons  of  waste  as  the  nuclear  industry  has  proposed 
is  ludicrous  to  me.  This  stuff  is  going  to  be  shipped  across  43  states 
to  create  unprecedented  health  and  safety  threats  to  hundreds  of 
communities  across  the  country. 

Recently,  we  have  suffered  from  multiple  train  accidents  around 
the  country.  Just  Sunday,  an  81-car  Wisconsin  Central  Limited 
freight  train  derailed,  canying  millions  of  tons  of  propane  gas  that 
could  have  resulted  in  catastrophic  outcomes.  I  hold  up  a  news- 
paper here  that  has  that;  and  can  you  imagine  if  this  train  would 
nave  collided  with  one  of  the  trains  with — ^that  was  carrying  the 
nuclear  waste  shipments? 

Also,  we  had  similar  incidents  happen  right  here  near  the  D.C. 
area  with  train  derailments.  They  are  becoming  increasingly  com- 
mon as  our  tracks  are  aging;  you  know,  the  railroads  themselves 
seem  to  be  in  good  shape,  the  cars  and  everything,  but  the  tracks 
are  increasingly  aging,  and  we  are  seeing  more  and  more  of  these 
accidents  occurring.  Aiid  now  we  are  talking  about  shipping  nu- 
cle£ir  waste  across  these  same  rail  lines. 

In  1987,  when  Yucca  Mountain  was  selected  as  the  permanent 
facility,  political  expediency  prevailed  over  sound  science  and  com- 
mon sense.  Due  to  the  efforts  of  many  i)eople  from  the  Nevada  del- 
egation, we  have  been  able  to  delay  the  process  and  keep  it  from 
coming  on  line,  because  I  truly  believe  that  this  is  not  the  best  use 
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of  our  budget  dollars.  It  is  not  the  best  use  of  science  to  put  this 
stuff  in  Yucca  Mountain,  It  is  way  over  budget,  and  it  is  going  to 
continue  to  be  more  and  more  over  budget  as  the  years  go  on. 

Many  factors  must  be  studied  before  arbitrarily  selecting  the  Ne- 
vada test  site  as  the  repository  for  the  Nation's  nuclear  waste,  and 
the  reason  I  am  talking  about  interim  is  because,  you  know,  we  ap- 
propriate for  Yucca  Mountain  and  then  we  take  that  money  and  we 
are  starting  to  put  that  money  toward  the  interim  storage  facility. 

The  original  historic  purpose  of  the  Nevada  test  site  must  be 
taken  into  account.  It  has  the  most  unique  series  of  underground 
tunnels  suited  to  weapons  testing  in  the  United  States;  and  as  a 
side  note,  Nevadans  have  always,  in  the  Nation's  interest,  vital 
U.S.  interest,  for  defense  we  have  always  been  willing  to  handle 
this  nuclear  underground  testing.  It  has  not  been  something  that 
you  really  want  in  your  backyard,  but  for  the  interests  of  the  Na- 
tion's national  security,  we  have  been  willing  to  put  up  with  that. 

Nuclear  waste  is  not  the  same  kind  of  national  security  issue. 
This  is  not  a  national  security  issue;  this  is  an  energy  policy  issue, 
and  we  don't  feel  in  Nevada  that  we  should  have  to  take  everybody 
else's  waste  when  we  have  not  benefited  from  any  of  the  nuclear 
power.  We  don't  have  any  nuclear  power  in  the  State  of  Nevada. 

Also,  this  above-ground  nuclear  waste  would  threaten  the  future 
of  the  Nevada  test  site  in  testing,  because  you  have  blown  up  nu- 
clear bombs  underneath  the  ground,  and  if  you  add  this  stuff,  it 
raises  a  lot  of  questions  there  as  to  whether  you  could  even  resume 
testing  of  our  nuclear  facilities  at  the  Nevada  test  site. 

Finally,  when  considering  solutions  to  the  high-level  nuclear 
waste  storage  dilemma,  we  must  examine  the  possibility  of  on-site 
dry  cask  storage.  You  see,  when  they  were  developing  the  transpor- 
tation mode  for  these  dry  cask — or  for  these  nuclear  waste  pods, 
they  developed  fairly  good  ways  to  store  these  things.  Right  now 
Calvert  Cliffs  is  storing  them,  using  on-site  dry  cask  storage,  and 
several  other  places.  This  is  the  cheapest  measure  that  we  can  use 
from  a  budgetary  standpoint,  but  also  from  a  scientific  stamdpoint. 

We  are  going  to  be  able  to  reprocess  this  waste  in  the  future.  The 
worst  thing  we  can  do  is  to  stick  it  some  place  where  we  can't  re- 
trieve it.  The  best  thing  to  do  is  to  keep  it  on  site,  take  this  money 
that  you  are  going  to  appropriate  from  Yucca  Mountain,  give  it  to 
the  place  that  has  the  on-site  dry  cask  storage  now  to  allow  them 
to  expand  their  facilities  to  be  able  to  bring  this  stuff  from  basically 
the  swimming  pools  they  have  it  in  now,  bring  it  to  on-site  dry  cask 
storage;  and  they  can  store  that  stuff  for  over  100  years  on  site. 
It  is  the  best  from  an  economic  standpoint,  and  it  is  the  best  from 
a  scientific  standpoint  and  from  an  environmental  standpoint. 

I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  John.  Certainly,  the  chairman  and  this 
committee  will  consider  all  of  your  statement  and  thank  you  very 
much. 

Mr.  Ensign.  Okay.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Ensign  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  BY 

THE  HONORABLE  JOHN  ENSIGN 

BEFORE  THE 

APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 

MARCH  5,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today.  I  find  myself  in  a  unique  situation  as  1 
am  not  requesting  money  for  a  project  in  my  state,  but  rather,  requesting  that 
you  not  expend  money  for  a  project  under  your  jurisdiction. 

The  project  to  which  1  am  referring  is  the  commercial  nuclear  waste  program. 
The  Yucca  Mountain  project  has  plagued  the  State  of  Nevada  for  many,  many 
years.  Realizing  that  the  Yucca  Mountain  project  has  become  a  failure  and 
has  needlessly  expended  billions  of  taxpayer  dollars,  the  nuclear  industry  has 
now  changed  its  focus  to  interim  storage.  Ironically,  this  so  called  "interim" 
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facility  has  a  life  of  over  100  years.  This  so  called  "interim  facility"  poses  a 
new  health,  safety  and  economic  risk  to  Nevada's  and  other  states'  citizens. 

When  we  talk  of  interim  storage,  we  must  look  at  all  the  factors  involved, 
including  transponation.  The  idea  of  shipping  at  least  86,000  metric  tons  of 
waste,  as  the  nuclear  industry  has  proposed,  is  ludicrous  to  me.  This  stuff  is 
going  to  be  shipped  across  43  states  to  create  unprecedented  health  and  safety 
threats  to  hundreds  of  communities  across  the  country.  Recently,  we  have 
suffered  from  multiple  train  accidents  around  the  country.  Just  Sunday  an  81- 
car  Wisconsin  Central  Ltd.  Freight  train  derailed  carrying  millions  of  tons  of 
propane  gas  that  could  have  resulted  in  catastrophic  outcomes.  Before  that  a 
Marc  Train  derailed  in  nearby  Silver  Spring,  Maryland,  and  there  are 
countless  others.  What  if  either  of  these  trains  had  collided  with  a  train 
carrying  nuclear  waste?  Our  railroad  infrastructure  is  deteriorating  and  we 
cannot  afford  to  put  hundreds  of  thousands  of  people  at  risk  as  we  tr>'  to 
transport  this  waste  across  the  country  to  Nevada. 

As  it  happened  in  1 987,  when  Yucca  Mountain  was  selected  as  the  permanent 
facility,  political  expediency  has  prevailed  over  sound  science  and  common 
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sense.  Luckily,  due  to  the  arduous  efforts  of  the  entire  Nevada  delegation, 
attempts  to  authorize  such  an  interim  facility  have  not  been  successful.  I,  as 
well  as  a  majority  of  Nevadans,  do  not  want  to  see  Nevada  become  the 
dumping  ground  for  our  nation's  high  level  nuclear  waste  problem. 

All  of  this  is  based  on  the  premise  that  the  Secretary  of  Energy  must  begin 
acceptance  of  high  level  nuclear  waste  by  1998.  The  nuclear  industry  has 
repeatedly  argued  DOE  must  comply  because  it  is  the  law.  But,  the  Nuclear 
Waste  Policy  Act  of  1982  states  the  permanent  and  the  interim  site  can  not  be 
in  the  same  state.  This  is  the  law.  Am  I  to  assume  one  law  supersedes  the 
other,  or  do  we  comply  only  with  laws  when  it's  convenient? 

Many  factors  must  be  studied  before  arbitrarily  selecting  the  Nevada  Test  Site 
as  the  repository  for  the  nation's  nuclear  waste.  The  original  historic  purpose 
of  the  Nevada  Test  Site  must  be  taken  into  account.  It  has  the  most  unique 
series  of  underground  tunnels  suited  to  weapons  testing  in  the  United  States. 
Out  of  1 ,000  above  and  below  ground  nuclear  tests  which  have  taken  place  in 
this  country  since  the  1940's,  over  952  occurred  at  the  NTS.  Storage  of  high 
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level  radioactive  waste  here  would  preclude  our  ever  resuming  testing  to 
maintain  the  effectiveness  of  our  nuclear  stockpile.  It  is  the  only  place  in  the 
world  available  to  the  United  States  where  the  infrastructure  exists  for  nuclear 
weapons  testmg.  Above  ground  storage  of  high  level  nuclear  waste  would  be 
susceptible  to  ground  motion  from  underground  nuclear  testing. 

Finally,  when  considering  solutions  to  the  high  level  nuclear  waste  storage 
dilemma,  we  must  examine  the  possibility  of  on-site  dry  cask  storage.  Since 
site  characterization  studies  were  mitiated  at  Yucca  Mountain,  the  technology 
for  dry  cask  storage  has  been  perfected    In  reality,  while  developmg  the 
technology  for  transportation  to  the  Yucca  Mountain  site,  the  safest  and  most 
sensible  technology  was  discovered.  We  need  only  to  look  at  Maryland  to  see 
the  phenomenal  job  they  did  with  dry  cask  storage  at  Calvert  Cliffs,  and  to 
Virginia  Power  which  recently  began  dry  cask  storage  at  one  of  their  facilities. 
Facing  the  reality  that  a  permanent  storage  repository  would  not  be  licenced 
for  at  least  fifteen  years,  these  utility  companies  took  matters  into  their  own 
hands  and  began  construction  of  on-site  storage.  The  success  of  this  very 
viable  solution  has  already  been  tested  and  realized-more  than  can  be  said  of 
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either  a  permanent  or  interim  facility  in  Nevada.  Therefore,  I  urge  the 
Subcommittee  to  appropriate  funds  to  the  DOE  to  be  utilized  for  on-site 
storage  at  the  various  nuclear  reactor  sites  around  the  country.  This  eliminates 
any  transportation  dangers  and,  should  the  technology  be  developed  to  reuse 
this  fiiel,  the  waste  is  already  on  site  where  the  reprocessing  would  occur. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
WITNESS 

HON.  TIM  HOLDEN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  ! 
STATE  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  Bevill,  We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  my  good  friend  and  col- 
league, Congressman  Tim  Holden.  | 

Tim,  you  may  proceed  as  you  wish.  | 

Mr.  Holden.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  holding  this  hearing,  f] 
I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  and  discuss 
a  small  but  important  item  under  the  jurisdiction  of  this  sub- 
committee. That  is  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission, 
which  is  vitally  important  to  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania 
and  to  the  whole  Chesapeake  Bay  area. 

I  know  that  this  subcommittee  is  having  to  make  tough  budget 
choices,  but  this  is  precisely  why  I  think  you  should  look  favorably 
upon  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission.  In  the  area  of 
water  management,  you  won't  find  a  project  that  delivers  a  better 
bang  for  the  buck.  In  fact,  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commis- 
sion returns  more  money  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  than  it  receives. 

For  example,  the  SRBC  has  purchased  25,000  acre  feet  of  water 
storage  in  the  Cowanesque  Reservoir,  a  federally  owned  flood  con- 
trol facility  located  near  Lawrenceville,  Pennsylvania  on  the  New 
York-Pennsylvania  border.  The  SRBC  pays  the  Federal  Treasury 
$2.8  million  annually  for  this  storage,  monies  which  the  govern- 
ment would  not  be  receiving  but  for  the  action  of  the  commission. 
For  every  dollar  the  Federal  Government  invests  in  the  SRBC,  $8 
are  returned  to  the  Federal  Treasury. 

The  commission  is  now  formulating  plans  for  similar  storage  and 
release  projects  in  other  federally  owned  reservoirs  which  would 
also  return  money  to  the  Treasury  and  provide  more  low-flow  en- 
hancement. Of  particular  interest  to  me  is  the  commission's  inter- 
est in  acquiring  storage  to  meet  water  needs  of  agriculture.  Such 
an  agriculturally  oriented  storage  project,  while  common  in  the 
West,  would  be  a  first  of  its  kind  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  United 
States. 

The  commission  is  managing  the  waters  of  the  Nation's  largest 
eastern  river,  whose  waters  flow  across  three  States  and  supply 
half  of  the  water  in  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  Constantly  interacting 
with  Federal  agencies  who  are  involved  in  the  management  of  the 
basin's  water  resources.  The  commission  deals  with  issues  that 
have  national  implications;  it  makes  no  sense  for  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  turn  its  back  on  the  commission  and  pretend  that  there 
is  no  Federal  interest. 

We  know  that  the  nonpoint  source  pollution  originating  in  the 
Susquehanna  watershed  poses  significant  threat  to  the  Chesapeake 
Bay,  one  of  the  Nation's  premier  natural  resources.  Working  with 
the  EPA's  Chesapeake  Bay  program,  the  commission  is  monitoring 
causes  of  nonpoint  source  pollution  and  experimenting  with  ways 
to  reduce  it  through  the  use  of  best  management  practices  and  con- 
structed wetlands. 
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The  focus  of  the  commission's  authority,  much  hke  that  of  the 
Federal  Government,  is  on  interstate  matters.  Like  the  waters  that 
flow  in  the  river,  the  commission's  authority  transcends  State 
boundary  Hnes  and  extends  to  the  entire  river  watershed.  In  this 
way,  the  commission,  unlike  States  alone,  can  comprehensively 
deal  with  important  water  resource  issues  such  as  flood  forecasting 
and  warning,  and  consumptive  use  of  water. 

Working  cooperatively  with  the  National  Weather  Service  and 
the  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  like  it  does  with  so  many  other  Federal 
agencies,  the  commission  developed  an  improved  flood  forecasting 
system  for  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin,  one  of  the  most  flood- 
prone  in  the  Nation.  Recent  flooding  in  the  Susquehanna  River 
Basin  during  January  of  this  year  reminded  us  of  the  tremendous 
costs  enacted  by  floods  in  terms  of  loss  of  life,  human  suffering, 
property  loss  and  Federal  disaster  relief. 

Even  with  so  much  of  the  commission's  work  focused  on  inter- 
state matters,  it  is  not  as  if  the  Federal  Government  is  being  asked 
to  do  all  of  the  heavy  lifting  on  this  commission.  Three  States  have 
joined  with  the  Federal  Government  to  manage  the  basin's  water 
resources  and  to  share  in  the  funding  of  the  commission.  It  is  a 
partnership  that  exemplifies  the  so-called  "new  federalism"  at  its 
best,  i.e.  a  return  of  more  authority  and  discretion  to  the  States 
and  a  more  efficient  sharing  of  power  between  the  States  and  the 
Federal  Government. 

Nevertheless,  the  States  cannot  be  expected  to  shoulder  the  en- 
tire financial  burden  for  the  operation  of  the  commission.  Many 
States  are  facing  fiscal  deficits  in  unprecedented  proportions. 

I  would  like  to  thank  this  committee  for  the  opportunity  to  com- 
ment on  the  work  of  the  SRBC,  and  I  hope  that  you  will  agree  with 
me  that  the  work  of  the  commission  is  well  worth  the  Federal  in- 
vestment of  $380,000.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you.  Thank  you  very  much,  Tim,  and  we  will 
certainly  work  with  you  and  do  the  best  we  can. 

Mr.  HOLDEN.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Holden  follows:] 
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Testimony  of  The  Hon.  Tim  Holden 

before  the 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

March  5,  1996 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  and 
discuss  a  small  but  important  item  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  distinguished 
Subcommittee.    The  Sj^squehanna  River  Basin 
Commission  (SRBC)'"is  vitally  important  to 
the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  and  to  the 
whole  Chesapeake  Bay  area. 


I  know  that  this  Subcommittee  is  having  to 
make  tough  budget  choices,  but  this  is 
precisely  why  I  think  you  should  look 
favorably  on  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin 
Commission.    In  the  area  of  water 
management,  you  won't  fmd  a  project  that 
delivers  a  better  bang  for  the  buck.    In  fact, 
the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission 
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returns  more  money  to  the  U.S.  Treasury 
than  it  receives. 

For  example,  the  SRBC  has  purchased 
25,000  acre-feet  of  water  storage  in  the 
Cowanesque  Reservoir,  a  federally  owned 
flood  control  facility  located  near 
Lawreneville,  PA,  on  the  New  York- 
Pennsylvania  border.    The  SRBC  pays  the 
federal  treasury  $2.8  million  annually  for  this 
storage,  monies  which  the  government  would 
not  be  receiving  but  for  the  action  of  the 
Commission.    For  every  dollar  the  federal 
government  invests  in  the  SRBC,  eight  dollars 
are  returned  to  the  federal  treasury. 

The  Commission  is  now  formulating  plans 
for  similar  storage  and  release  projects  in 
other  federally  owned  reservoirs  which  would 
also  return  money  to  the  treasury  and  provide 
more  low  flow  enhancement.    Of  particular 
interest  to  me  is  the  Commissions  interest  in 
acquiring  storage  to  meet  water  needs  of 
agriculture.    Such  an  agriculturally  oriented 
storage  project,  while  common  in  the  West, 
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would  be  the  first  of  its  kind  in  the  Eastern 
U.S. 

The  Commission  is  managing  the  waters 
of  the  nation's  largest  Eastern  river,  whose 
waters  flow  across  three  states  and  supply  half 
the  water  in  the  Chesapeake  Bay.    Constantly 
interacting  with  federal  agencies  who  are 
involved  in  the  management  of  the  basin's 
water  resources,  the  Commission  deals  with 
issues  that  have  national  implications.    It 
makes  no  sense  for  the  federal  government  to 
turn  its  back  on  the  Commission  and  pretend 
that  there  is  no  federal  interest. 

We  know  that  non-point  pollution 
originating  in  the  Susquehanna  watershed 
poses  a  significant  threat  to  the  Chesapeake 
Bay,  on  of  the  nation's  premier  natural 
resources.    Working  with  the  EPA's 
Chesapeake  Bay  Program,  the  Commission  is 
monitoring  causes  of  non-point  source 
pollution  and  experimenting  with  ways  to 
reduce  it  through  the  use  of  best  management 
practices  and  constructed  wetlands. 
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The  focus  of  the  Commission's  authority, 
much  like  that  of  the  federal  govermnent,  is 
on  interstate  matters.    Like  the  waters  that 
flow  in  the  river,  the  Commission's  authority 
transcends  state  boundary  lines  and  extends  to 
the  entire  river  watershed.    In  this  way,  the 
Commission,  unlike  the  states  alone,  can 
comprehensively  deal  with  important  water 
resource  issues  such  as  flood  forecasting  and 
warning,  and  consumptive  use  of  water. 

Working  cooperatively  with  the  National 
Weather  Service  and  the  U.S.  Geological 
Survey,  like  it  does  with  so  many  other 
federal  agencies,  the  Commission  developed 
an  improved  flood  forecasting  system  for  the 
Susquehanna  River  Basin,  one  of  the  most 
flood  prone  in  the  nation.    Recent  flooding  in 
the  Susquehanna  Rover  Basin  during  January 
of  this  year  reminded  us  of  the  tremendous 
costs  exacted  by  floods  in  terms  of  loss  of 
life,  human  suffering,  property  loss  and 
federal  disaster  relief. 
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Even  with  so  much  of  the  Commission's 
work  focused  on  interstate  matter,  it  is  not  as 
if  the  federal  government  is  being  asked  to  do 
all  of  the  heavy  lifting  on  this  Commission. 
Three  states  have  joined  with  the  federal 
government  to  manage  the  basin's  water 
resources  and  to  share  in  the  funding  of  the 
Commission.    It  is  a  partnership  that 
exemplifies  the  co-called  "new  federalism"  at 
its  best,  i.e.  a  return  of  more  authority  and 
discretion  to  the  states  and  a  more  efficient 
sharing  of  power  between  the  states  and  the 
federal  government. 

Nevertheless,  the  states  cannot  be  expected 
to  shoulder  the  entire  financial  burden  for 
operation  of  the  Commission.    Many  states 
are  facing  fiscal  deficits  in  unprecedented 
proportions. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  the  work  of  the  SRBC.    I  hope  you  will 
agree  with  me  that  the  work  of  the 
Commission  is  well  worth  a  federal 
investment  of  $380,000. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
WARES  CREEK  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

PATRICIA    M.    GLASS,    FIRST    VICE    CHAIRMAN,    MANATEE    COUNTY 
BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS 

Mr.  Bevill,  Next  we  have  Ms.  Patricia  Glass. 

Ms.  Glass,  we  are  pleased  to  have  you  with  us  and  we  would  be 
glad  to  hear  from  you.  Your  full  statement,  each  of  your  full  state- 
ments, will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record;  and  you  have  five  min- 
utes, and  you  may  proceed  as  you  wish. 

Ms.  Glass,  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  good  afternoon.  We 
really  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  to  testify  on 
behalf  of  Manatee  County,  Florida — people  ask  me  where  it  is  and 
I  am  forced  to  say,  I  am  sure  you  do  know,  Tampa  and  Ssirasota 
and  so  on — ^in  support  of  the  Wares  Creek  Flood  Control  Project. 
With  me  is  my  colleague  from  the  Manatee  County  Commission, 
the  Honorable  Gwen  Brown,  who  is  the  District  Commissioner  for 
this  impacted  area  that  I  am  going  to  speak  of;  and  our  Ecosystems 
Manager,  Mr.  Charles  Hunsicker. 

This  project  is  fully  supported  by  the 

Mr.  Bevill.  Glad  to  have  each  of  you  with  us. 

Mr.  Hunsicker.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Brown.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Glass.  The  project  is  fully  supported  by  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  in  both  the  district  and  Washington  offices;  Congress- 
man Dan  Miller,  who  represents  our  county;  and  Florida  Sen- 
ators- 


Mr.  Myers.  He  has  talked  to  us  already. 

Ms.  Glass.  Pardon  me? 

Mr.  Myers.  He  has  talked  to  us  already. 

Ms.  Glass.  Yes,  and  we  appreciate  that. 

and  Florida  Senators  Connie  Mack  and  Bob  Graham. 

I  am  here  today  to  ask  that  this  project,  which  is  scheduled  for 
authorization  in  the  1996  Water  Resources  Development  Act,  be 
appropriated  accordingly  in  the  fiscal  year  1997  Energy  and  Water 
Appropriations  bill. 

This  is  a  critical  issue  for  Manatee  County  and,  in  particular,  the 
City  of  Bradenton,  representing  populations  respectively  of  240,000 
and  40,000  within  the  city.  Wares  Creek  and  Cedar  Hammock,  the 
east  branch,  are  the  upper  and  lower  reaches  of  the  same  stream. 
Wares  Creek  is  a  name  attached  to  the  downstream  reach  which 
lies  mostly  within  the  environs  of  the  City  of  Bradenton.  The  Cedar 
Hammock  part  of  the  stream  is  partly  hardened  urban  drainage 
waterway  which  empties  into  Wares  Creek,  which  in  turn  enters 
the  Manatee  River.  The  entire  stream  covers  about  six  square 
miles  and  drains  along  a  high-density  residential  and  commercial 
area  of  Manatee  County. 

Flooding  occurs  frequently  all  along  the  lower  canal  and  the 
creek,  and  dramatic  rainfall  events  cause  extensive  property  dam- 
age. Traffic  in  and  around  the  large  commercial  district  in  the 
heart  of  our  population  is  severely  disturbed.  Overall,  the  Wares 
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Creek  flooding  problem  poses  serious  public  safety  concerns  and 
hazardous  living  conditions. 

Our  residents  in  the  affected  area  can  anticipate  up  to  3  feet  of 
standing  water  every  two  years  or  more,  depending  upon  weather 
conditions,  and  they  have  been  most  frequent  lately.  This  fact  is 
documented  in  the  detailed  project  report.  The  county  has  been 
working  with  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  ever  since  1987  to 
study  the  flooding  problems  along  Wares  Creek  and  evaluate  plans 
to  reduce  the  flooding  in  this  area.  After  nearly  a  decade,  our  citi- 
zens are  pretty  discouraged;  nevertheless,  we  stand  firmly  ready  to 
pay  our  share  of  the  project  through  individual  assessments  and, 
indeed,  have  already  contributed  a  large  share  of  all  costs  associ- 
ated to  date  with  the  detailed  project  report  conducted  by  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers'  authorities  program. 

Along  the  way,  there  have  been  several  glitches;  we  got  off  track. 
We  got  back  on  and  through  some  of  those  confusions  that  arise; 
I  am  sure  you  are  aware  of  them. 

At  the  recommendation  of  the  Corps,  we  respectfully  seek  con- 
gressional authorization  and  appropriation  for  this  project. 

Obviously,  this  project  has  great  merit  and  our  citizens  des- 
perately need  your  committee's  support.  The  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  found  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  3  to  1,  validating  the  economic  fea- 
sibility, and  have  also  issued  a  finding  of  No  Significant  Impact, 
underscoring  that  this  is  environmentally  acceptable.  It  is  esti- 
mated that  the  recommended  plan  would  reduce  the  average 
amount  of  flood  damage  in  the  area  by  57  percent,  and  that  is  a 
lot,  considering  the  conditions.  In  a  time  when  the  Congress  is  hav- 
ing to  appropriate  money  for  disaster  relief,  it  just  makes  good 
sense  to  invest  in  solid  preventive  measures;  and  of  course,  there 
is  an  ameliorative  effect  also  to  repair  damage,  particularly  those 
rated  as  highly  as  this  project. 

Accordingly,  for  the  record,  I  submit  for  your  consideration  a 
copy  of  the  Corps'  findings  of  No  Significant  Impact  and  a  copy  of 
the  detailed  project  report,  as  well  as  a  letter  from  the  Honorable 
Gwendolyn  Brown,  Commissioner  from  that  district.  And,  again, 
the  citizens  of  Manatee  County  appreciate  your  understanding  and 
very  special  consideration  in  this  time  of  need  for  us. 

We  thank  you  very  much.  And  we  are  prepared  to  answer  any 
questions  if  you  have  them. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you  for  your  very  fine  statement.  I  am  sure 
the  Chairman  and  each  of  us  are  going  to  be  working  with  your 
delegation.  You  obviously  have  exhibited  a  very  good  approach 
here,  especially  when  you  put  the  local  funds  in  there  to  go  with 
it. 

Ms.  Glass.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bevill.  That  strengthens  your  case  a  great  deal. 

Ms.  Glass.  Also  it  is  an  indication,  we  understand  what  you  go 
through. 

Mr.  BsviLL.  As  the  Chairman  says,  that  sweetens  the  pot.  So  we 
will  work  with  you  and  I  hope  we  can  accommodate  you. 

Ms.  Glass.  Thank  you.  We  appreciate  it  very,  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Glass  follows:] 


1577 


MANATEE  COUNTY 

BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 


STATEMENT  OF 

MANATEE  COUNTY  COMMISSIONER  PATRICIA  M.  GLASS  (AT-LARGE) 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations 

March  5,  1996 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  for  allowing  me  to  testify  on  behalf  of  Manatee 
County,  Florida  in  support  of  the  Wares  Creek  Flood  Control  Project.  With  me  is 
my  colleague  from  the  Manatee  County  Commission,  the  Honorable  Gwendolyn  Y. 
Brown,  and  our  Ecosystems  Manager,  Mr.  Charles  Hunsicker.  Ms.  Brown 
represents  the  district  of  Manatee  County  and  I  am  an  at-large  Commissioner. 

This  project  is  fully  supported  by  the  Army  Corps  District  and  Washington 
offices,  Congressman  Dan  Miller  who  represents  our  County,  and  Florida  Senators 
Connie  Mack  and  Bob  Graham.  I  am  here  today  to  ask  that  this  project,  which  is 
scheduled  for  authorization  in  the  1996  Water  Resources  Development  Act,  be 
appropriated  accordingly  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1997  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations 
bill. 

This  is  a  critical  issue  for  Manatee  County  and  the  City  of  Bradenton, 
representing  populations  of  240,000  and  40,000  respectively.  Wares  Creek  and 
Cedar  Hammock  (east  branch)  are  upper  and  lower  reaches  of  the  same  stream. 
Wares  Creek  is  the  name  attached  to  the  downstream  reach  which  lies  mostly 
within  the  city  limits  of  Bradenton,  FL.  The  Cedar  Hammock  part  of  the  stream  is 
partly  hardened  urban  drainage  waterway  that  empties  into  Wares  Creek,  which  in 
turn  enters  the  Manatee  River.  The  entire  stream  system  covers  about  six  square 
miles  and  drains  along  high  density  residential  and  commercial  areas  of  Manatee 
County.  Flooding  occurs  frequently  all  along  the  lower  canal  and  creek,  and 
dramatic  rainfall  events  cause  extensive  property  damage.  Traffic  in  and  around 
a  large  commercial  district  in  the  heart  of  our  population  is  severely  disturbed. 
Overall  the  Wares  Creek  Flooding  problem  poses  serious  public  safety  concerns 
and  hazardous  living  conditions. 

Our  residents  in  the  affected  area  can  anticipate  up  to  3  feet  of  standing 
water  every  two  years  or  more  depending  upon  the  weather  conditions.  This  fact 
is  documented  in  the  Detailed  Project  Report.  The  County  has  been  working  with 
the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  since  1987  to  study  the  flooding  problems  along 
Wares  Creek  and  evaluate  plans  to  reduce  flooding  in  the  area. 
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After  nearly  a  decade  our  citizens  are  pretty  discouraged;  nevertlieless,  we 
stand  firmly  ready  to  pay  our  share  of  the  project  through  individual  assessments 
and  indeed,  we  have  already  contributed  a  large  share  of  all  costs  associated  to 
date  for  the  DPR  conducted  under  the  Corps'  Continuing  Authorities  Program.  At 
the  recommendation  of  the  Corps,  we  are  respectfully  seeking  congressional 
authorization  and  appropriation  for  this  project. 

Obviously  this  project  has  great  merit  and  our  citizens  desperately  need  your 
Committee's  support.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  found  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  3 
to  1,  validating  the  economic  feasibility  and  also  have  issued  a  finding  of  No 
Significant  Impact,  underscoring  its  environmental  acceptability.  It  is  estimated  that 
the  recommended  plan  would  reduce  average  annual  flood  damages  in  the  area  by 
at  least  57  percent.  In  a  time  where  the  Congress  is  having  to  appropriate  money 
for  disaster  relief,  it  just  makes  good  sense  to  invest  in  solid  preventive  measures, 
particularly  those  rated  as  highly  as  this  project. 

Accordingly  for  the  record,  I  submit  for  your  consideration  a  copy  of  the 
Corps'  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  and  a  copy  of  the  Detailed  Project  Report, 
as  well  as  the  letter  from  the  Honorable  Gwendolyn  Y.  Brown,  Commissioner  from 
the  District.  Again  the  citizens  of  Manatee  County  appreciate  your  understanding 
and  very  special  consideration  in  our  time  of  great  need. 
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CEDAR  HAMMOCK  (WARES  CREEK) 

DETAILED  PROJECT  REPORT  SYNOPSIS 

U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 


INTRODUCTION 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  recently  completed  a  flood  control  study  of 
the  East  Branch  of  the  Cedar  Hammock  Drainage  Canal  (which  includes  Wares 
Creek).   The  purpose  of  the  study  was  to  evaluate  alternative  plans  and  develop  a 
detailed  plan  to  be  recommended  for  implementation.   Federal  law  requires  that 
any  plan  recommended  for  Federal  funding  be  economically  justified  (that  is,  the 
damages  prevented  by  a  plan  are  greater  than  the  cost  to  construct  the  plan)  and 
environmentally  acceptable. 

BACKGROUND 

By  letter  dated  July  21,  1987,  Manatee  County  made  formal  apphcation  for  a  study 
of  the  (3edar  Hammock  Drainage  Canal  under  the  Section  205  Authority.      This 
request  was  combined  with  a  previous  request  by  the  city  of  Bradenton  for  a  study 
of  flooding  problems  along  Wares  (Dreek.   A  Recoimaissance  report  for  the 
combined  areas  of  Cedar  Hammock  and  Wares  Creek  was  completed  in  March 
1990.   The  report  identified  an  economically  feasible  and  environmentally 
acceptable  alternative  for  reducing  flooding  in  the  area.   Therefore,  further 
detailed  study  for  the  East  Branch  of  the  Cedar  Hammock  Drainage  Canal  was 
warranted. 

A  Feasibility  Cost  Sharing  Agreement  (FCSA)  was  signed  between  the  (3orps  of 
Engineers  and  Manatee  C^ounty,  Florida,  on  December  17,  1990.   The  cost  of  the 
study  is  being  shared  50/50  between  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  Manatee  Coimty. 
The  study  was  initiated  in  April  1991,  following  receipt  of  funds.   The  draft 
Detailed  Project  Report  was  completed  in  August  1994. 

EXISTING  CONDITIONS 

The  rain  gage  at  Bradenton  has  rainfall  records  since  1913.   Annual  maximum  one- 
day  rainfall  recorded  at  Bradenton  from  1913  to  1993  are  listed  in  the  attached 
Table  A-1.   A  hydrograph.  Figure  A-4,  was  developed  to  show  the  time  needed  for 
the  stormwater  runoff  from  the  drainage  basin  to  discharge  from  the  mouth  of  the 
Cedar  Hammock  Drainage  Canal.    For  this  drainage  basin,  the  time  that  it  takes 
for  the  stormwater  runoff  from  a  given  storm  event  to  dischju-ge  from  the  East 
Branch  of  the  Cedar  Hammock  (Wares  Creek)  Drainage  Canal  into  Manatee  River 
is  a  maximum  of  24  hours. 

A  frequency  analysis  was  performed  using  historical  data  to  develop  information 
about  the  expected  future  occurrence  of  certain  magnitudes  of  storms.  A  number 
of  factors  are  taken  into  consideration  to  develop  the  frequency  of  a  storm  event, 
such  as:   the  size  and  shape  of  a  drainage  basin,  as  well  as  emtecedent  conditions  or 
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how  much  rainfall  has  already  fallen  in  the  basin  in  preceding  days.   Flood 
frequency  is  defined  as  the  probability  that  a  peu-ticular  flood  event  will  occur  in 
any  given  year.    For  example,  a  10-year  flood  has  a  10%  possibility  to  occur  or  a  50- 
year  flood  has  a  2%  chance  of  occurring  in  any  given  year. 

The  following  table  identifies  the  amount  of  rainfall  in  certain  storm  events  for  the 
study  area: 

Percent  Chance  Storm  Event      24-hour  Rainfall  in  Inches 


50  %  or  2-year 
20  %  or  5-year 
10  %  or  10-year 
4  %  or  25-year 
2  %  or  50-year 
1  %  or  100-year 


4.31 
5.82 
6.95 
8.59 
9.80 
11.19 


Recent  flooding  problems  experienced  in  Manatee  County  occurred  during 
September  1988.   Between  September  5  and  September  7,  1988,  14.75  inches  of 
rain  fell  in  the  area.   Table  A-1  shows  that  the  highest  amoimt  of  rainfall  in  a 
given  24-hour  period  during  that  1988  storm  event  was  5.84  inches,  which  occurred 
on  September  7.   Based  on  the  rainfall  intensities  recorded  for  the  storm  at 
Bradentdn  and  in  the  vicinity,  the  1988  storm  was  estimated  as  a  10  percent 
chance  event. 

The  Manatee  Coimty  Public  Works  Department  assessed  the  county's  damages 
from  the  storm  and  heavy  rainfall.   The  summary  of  these  damages  are  shown  in 
table  below.   The  damage  was  due  to  rainfall  only,  winds  and  tidal  effects  did  not 
occur  in  the  study  area. 

DAMAGES  COMPILED  BY 

MANATEE  COUNTY  PUBLIC  WORKS  DEPARTMENT 

OF  SEPTEMBER  1988  STORM 


DAMAGES 

ESTIMATED  VALUES 

TO  COUNTY  MAINTAINED  ROADS 

$12,000,000  -  24,000,000 

FROM  SILTATION  &  NAVIGABLE 
CHANNELS 

$500,000 

TO  COUNTY  WASTEWATER 

SYSTEM 

$75,000 

Between  June  23  and  29,  1992,  a  record  setting  rainfall  occurred  over  west  Central 
Florida.   The  flooding  that  occurred  in  the  study  area  was  also  estimated  to  be  a  10 
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percent  chance  event  or  10-year  flood.   Damages  to  the  study  area,  specifically,  are 
not  available. 

The  single-family  residential  and  mobile  home  damage  relationships  for  structural 
damage  and  content  damage  were  estimated  using  actual  claims  information  from 
the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  for  the  State  of  Florida 
during  the  period  1978  to  1985.   Since  damage  estimates  for  multi-family 
residential  were  not  available  from  FEMA,  relationships  developed  in  the 
Jacksonville  District  were  used. 

Average  annual  damages  for  the  existing  land  use  pattern  in  the  study  area  are 
estimated  to  be  $6.7  miUion.   Flood  damages  under  existing  conditions  are  shown 
in  the  table  below.   The  damages  for  a  10-year  storm  are  estimated  to  be  $22.2 
milhon,  affecting  2,684  structures.   Plates  1  and  2  show  the  flooded  areas  for  the 
10-year  flood  under  existing  conditions. 


DAMAGES  AND  BENEFITS 

($  in  thousands) 

WITHOUT  PROJECT  CONDITIONS 


2-YEAR 

5-YEAR 

10-YEAR 

25-YEAR 

50-YEAR 

100-YEAR 

SPF 

Number  of 
-uctures 
jceptible  to 

flooding 

139 

1,128 

2,684 

3,293 

4,192 

4,507 

5,185 

Average  Annual 
Damages 

$41 

$4,488 

$22,254 

$31,005 

$51,308 

$73,537 

$182,221 

While  Plates  1  and  2  show  the  lateral  extent  of  the  flooding.  Table  A-2  provides 
the  water  surface  elevation  at  the  cross  sections  identified  on  the  plates  to  show 
the  depth  of  flooding. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  in  the  analysis  and  design  of  the  proposed  project, 
large  sc^e  aerials  with  one-foot  contours  of  the  study  area  were  used.   For  the 
purposes  of  this  synopsis  of  the  report;  more  convenient,  smaller  scale  maps  have 
been  used  to  show  the  flooded  areas.   These  smaller  maps  are  older  and  do  not 
accurately  portray  the  existing  contours  in  the  study  area. 

It  also  needs  to  be  explained  that  while  the  flooded  area  maps  show  large  areas  of 
flooding  even  with  the  proposed  project  in  place,  the  depth  of  flooding  has  been 
decreased.   The  depth  of  the  flooded  areas  may  only  occur  in  the  roadways  or  into 
the  lawns  of  some  residential  areas.   Most  homes  are  built  at  least  six  inches  to 
one  foot  higher  than  the  adjacent  roads.   The  water  surface  elevations  should  be 
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referred  to  along  with  the  slab  elevation  of  a  particular  home  to  see  if  the  home 
will  actually  be  flooded. 

PLAN  FORMULATION 

The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  investigate  flooding  and  related  problems, 
determine  if  feasible  means  for  reducing  these  problems  exist,  and  recommend  the 
most  appropriate  course  of  action  within  the  funding  limits  established  under 
Section  205  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1948,  as  amended.  The  amount  allotted 
imder  this  Section  for  a  project  must  be  sufficient  to  complete  Federal 
participation  in  the  project.   Not  more  than  $5  million  shall  be  allotted  for  a 
project  at  any  single  locality  for  the  construction  of  small  projects  for  flood  control 
and  related  purposes  not  specifically  authorized  by  Congress. 

With  this  maximum  limit  of  $5  miUion  Federal  funds  available,  the  scope  of 
possible  flood  reduction  measures  was  necessarily  linuted.   The  Reconnaissance 
Report  identified  six  plans  that  varied  in  cost  from  $6.8  to  $17.5  milUon. 
Considering  this  preliminary  identification  of  costs,  analyzing  larger  scale  measures 
to  reduce  flood  damages  would  have  added  to  the  cost  of  the  study,  but  would  not 
have  provided  a  feasible  alternative. 

A  number  of  alternative  flood  damage  reduction  measures  were  developed  in  the 
feasibility  study  and  six  preliminary  plans  were  analyzed:   clearing  and  snagging, 
various  types  of  channel  modification,  and  bridge  replacement.   The  Preliminary 
Benefit/Cost  Comparison  table  on  page  5  is  a  svunmary  comparison  of  the  proposed 
preliminary  plans  showing  the  benefits  and  costs  associated  with  each  alternative. 
The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  required  to  determine  the  National  Economic 
Development  (NED)  Plan,  which  is  the  plan  which  will  provide  the  highest  net 
annual  benefits.    Comparison  shows  that  Plan  A  has  the  highest  net  annual 
benefits  of  the  six  plans.   This  is  also  shown  visually  on  the  graph  below.   Plan  A 
was  therefore  chosen  as  the  NED  plan. 


Plan  2A        Plan  2U  Plan  2C  Plan  A 

ALTERNATIVES 
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PROPOSED  PLAN 

The  Draft  Detailed  Project  Report  recommends  a  plan  for  construction  of  channel 
improvements  on  a  15,500-foot  reach  of  the  East  Branch  of  the  Cedeir  Hammock 
Drainage  Canal.   The  plan  reduces  flooding  in  the  study  area  by  enlarging  the 
channel  section,  therefore,  lowering  potential  flood  levels.   The  recommended  plan. 
Plan  A,  includes  the  following  channel  improvements: 

Manatee  Avenue  Bridge  to  17th  Avenue  West  -  starting  upstreeun  of  the  Manatee 
Avenue  Bridge  modifications  will  include  chaimel  clearing  only, 

17th  Avenue  West  to  21st  Avenue  West  -  construction  of  a  trapezoidal  grass-lined 
channel  with  1V:2H  side  slopes,  a  26-foot-bottom  width  and  top  width  varying  from 
40  to  80-feet-wide.   An  additional  10  feet  on  each  side  will  be  needed  for  operation 
and  maintenance  purposes,  requiring  a  total  acquisition  of  30  feet  on  each  side  of 
the  existing  top  of  bank, 

21st  Avenue  West  to  14th  Street  West  (B.R.  41)  -  construction  of  a  vertical  sheet 
pile  wall  with  a  40  foot  bottom  width.  The  sheet  pile  wall  will  be  anchored  with 
imderground  steel  tie-back  rods. 

14th  Street  West  (B.R.  41)  to  44th  Avenue  West  (Cortez  Road)  Bridge  -  resume 
construction  of  the  trapezoidal  grass-lined  chaimel  upstream  of  B.R  41  (14th 
Street  West)  to  just  downstream  of  the  44th  Avenue  West  (Cortez  Road)  Bridge, 
where  project  improvements  terminate. 

The  recommended  plan  of  improvements  does  not  call  for  modifications  to  any 
bridges.    However,  the  proposed  channel  design  would  modify  the  approach  and 
getaway  at  numerous  bridges.   The  recommended  plan  also  does  not  propose 
deepening  the  channel. 

The  plan  investigated  provides  approximately  a  10-year  flood  protection  and  has  a 
favorable  benefit-cost  ratio.   The  estimated  project  costs  are  $13.8  million.   The 
Federal  share  would  be  $4.6  million  and  the  Non-Federal  share  would  be  $9.2 
mUhon. 

Plates  3  and  4  show  the  flooded  area  for  the  10-year  storm  with  the  project 
constructed.   Table  A-2  provides  the  water  siu-face  elevation  to  show  the  depth  of 
flooding.   Flood  damages  with  the  project  are  shown  in  the  following  table.   The 
damages  for  a  10-year  storm  are  estimated  to  be  $11.3  million,  affecting  1,760 
structures.   For  the  10-year  storm,  this  is  a  reduction  in  flood  damages  of  $10.9 
million  and  924  structures.   Damage  reduction  may  involve  not  only  less  homes 
being  flooded,  but  also  when  there  is  less  flooding  in  a  home. 
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DAMAGES  AND  BENEFITS 

($  in  thousands) 

WITH  PROJECT  CONDITIONS 


1 

2-YEAR 

5- YEAR 

10-YEAR 

25- YEAR 

50-YEAR 

100-YEAR 

SPF 

Number  of 
Structures 
Susceptible  to 
Flooding 

3 

177 

1,760 

1,944 

2,806 

3,285 

5,038 

Average  Annual 
1  Damages 

$18 

$120 

$11,335 

$14,109 

$19,853 

$27,976 

$127,058 

Average 

Annual 

BeneHte' 

$23 

$4,368 

$10,919 

$16,896 

$31,454 

$45,562 

$55,163 

The  proposed  plan  would  reduce  annual  average  flood  damages  to  $2.86  millon,  a 
reduction  of  57.4%  of  without  project  damages.  This  plan  would  result  in  average 
annual  benefits  of  $3.86  million. 

CURRENT  STATUS 

Coordination  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Florida  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection,  Southwest  Florida  Water  Management  District  and 
other  agencies  has  been  conducted  throughout  the  study.    Coordination  required 
by  the  National  Environmental  Protection  Act  was  completed  in  December  1994. 

SCHEDULE  OF  REMAINING  WORK 

The  Final  Report  incorporating  all  comments  received  is  scheduled  to  be  completed 
in  January  1995.   The  Report  will  be  reviewed  by  Corps  of  Engineers  higher 
authority  and,  if  approved,  funds  to  prepare  the  Plans  and  Specifications  could  be 
available  by  March  1995.    Once  Plans  and  Specifications  have  been  initiated,  it  is 
estimated  that  acquisition  of  the  Water  Quahty  Certification  and  necessary  Real 
Estate,  receipt  of  Federal  and  non-Federal  funds,  and  awarding  of  the  construction 
contract  would  take  three  years. 


AveraRe  Annual  Benefits  ai 
Avei'afre  Annual  Damages  for  the  witho 


calculated  by 
:  project  condi 


ubti"acting  Average  Annual  Damages  for  with  project  conditions  from 
)ns  shown  in  the  table  on  page  3. 
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TABIF,A-1 

1 

ANhfUAL  MAXIMUM  ONE-  DAY  RAINFALL  AT  BRADENTON  GAGE                 | 

CEDAR  HAMMOCK  (WARES  CREEK) 

YEAR 

DATE 

RAINFALL 
INCHES 

YEAR 

DATE 

RAINFALL 
INCHES 

1913 

Augiiit25 

ASS 

1954 

May  31 

424 

1914 

Decembers 

3l05 

1955 

June  19 

3.60 

1915 

Januaiy  11 

3.46 

1956 

July  29 

2.13 

1916 

Aprils 

3.41 

1957 

September  20 

2.75 

1917 

August  21 

Z75 

1958 

July  11 

226 

1918 

October  4 

101 

1959 

June  18 

6J0 

1919 

July  21 

4.00 

1960 

July  29 

5.74 

1920 

November  11 

4.70 

1961 

September  13 

2.83 

1921 

July  6 

5.40 

1962 

September  21 

7J7 

1922 

June  28 

4.16 

1963 

June  24 

535 

1923 

Januafy3 

2.7B 

1964 

June  30 

175 

1924 

September  27 

3.50 

1965 

Junes 

2.68 

1925 

July  14 

2.88 

1966 

Januaiy  22 

2.68 

192« 

September  19 

&00 

1967 

June  18 

4.78 

1927 

June  22 

327 

1968 

June  4 

5.84 

192S 

August  14 

5.90 

1969 

June  14 

4.54 

1929 

Februaiy6 

3.65 

1970 

August  9 

3.82 

1930 

Junes 

2.S6 

1971 

August  14 

2.94 

1931 

April  IS 

175 

1972 

June  18 

439 

1932 

August  30 

3.43 

1973 

July  23 

239 

1933 

June  22 

3.46 

1974 

June  27 

4.68 

1934 

May  18 

4.02 

1975 

June  22 

323 

1935 

September  4 

5.82 

1976 

May  16 

4.83 

1936 

July  30 

4.16 

1977 

August  23 

4.14 

1937 

August  1 

3J5 

1978 

May  5 

3.69 

1938 

October  14 

6.17 

1979 

September  21 

3.05 

1939 

July  7 

4.82 

1960 

Julys 

227 

1940 

August  3 

4.05 

1981 

August  26 

3.84 

1941 

November  14 

3.18 

1982 

June  18 

3.91 

1942 

February  24 

4.66 

1983 

October  16 

2.93 

1943 

June  26 

7.48 

1984 

July  16 

2.77 

1944 

October  19 

2.75 

1985 

Match  22 

226 

1945 

June  23 

10.80 

1986 

July  13 

Z86 

1946 

October? 

2.61 

1987 

March  27 

3.41 

1947 

February  13 

3.71 

1988 

September  7 

5.84 

1948 

Sepleniber27 

3.92 

1989 

August  25 

2.88 

1949 

August  1 

5.90 

W90 

October  11 

5.80 

1950 

July  9 

6.03 

1991 

May  20 

337 

1931 

April? 

5.46 

1992 

June  26 

7.67 

1952 

Octobers 

5.40 

1993 

October  16 

2.91 

1953 

November  25 

6.65 
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DEPAHTWENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

JACKSONVILLE  tXSTTIICT  CORPS  OF  ENGBtEERS 

P.  O.  BOOC  4970 

JACKSONVILLE.  FU3RDA  12232-0019 


aTTCMTIOMOF 


FINDING  OF  NO  SIGNIHCANT  IMPACT 

PROPOSED  FLOOD  REDUCTION  MEASURES 

CEDAR  HAMMOCK  EAST  DRAINAGE  CANAL  AND  WARES  CREEK 

BRADENTON.  FLORIDA 

'    I  have  reviewed  the  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  for  the  proposed  action.   Baaed  on 
infonsaiion  analyzed  in  the  EA,  'reflecting  peitineat  infoimation  obtained  from  other 
agencies  and  special  interest  groups  having  judsdiction  by  law  and/or  special  expertise,  I 
conclude  that  the  proposed  action  will  have  no  significant  impact  on  the  quality  of  the 
human  enviionment  Reasons  for  this  conclusion  arc,  in  summaiy: 

1.  The  study  area  is  densely  urban.  K  encompasses  parts  of  the  ci^  of 
Btadenton  and  adjoining  Manatee  County.  Significant  or  potentially  agnificant  cultural 
resources  have  been  identified  in  the  general  study  area;  however,  none  will  be  affrrtrri 
by  the  proposed  works.   The  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  has  cancuned  with  this 
delenninalioti- 

2.  Fish  and  Wildlife  habitats  on  the  project  are  miniinal  due  to  the  urban  nature 
of  the  esvironment  and  current  poor  stream  water  quality.   A  Coordination  Act  'Report 
proNOded  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  did  not  identify  significant  fish  or 
wildlife  habitats  requiting  mitigalion  actions.   The  Florida  Game  and  Freshwater  Fish 
Commission  concurred  with  the  findings  of  FWS. 

3.  As  a  result  of  informal  ccmsultatioo  under  Section  7  of  the  U.S.  Endangered 
Species  Act,  no  thicateaed  or  endangered  spedes  or  their  habitat  were  identified  on 
project  lands  according  to  the  lepcat  died  in  the  preceding  paragraph.  Therefore,  the 
project  is  in  compliance  with  the  Act 

4.  Hydrologic  and  storm-waier  modeling  performed  as  required  by  the  Florida 
Dqartmeat  of  Environmental  Protection  (DEP)  indiratrd  that  constructioa  of  the 
proposed  improvements  would  not  lead  to  detezioiation  of  sur&ce  water  quality  ur  lower 
Wares  Creek  nor  increase  the  pollutant  load  to  the  Manatee  River. 

5.  The  proposed  project  has  been  determined  to  be  consistent  with  the  FLorida 
Coastal  Management  Program. 

6.  Excess  dredged  m^fiTinl*  win  be  dcpoated  in  the  Manatee  County  landfilL 
There  will  be  no  discharge  of  dredged  mafrrials  to  vraters  of  the  United  States, 

7.  A  level  1  survey  did  not  identify  any  areas  likdy  to  cfmtain  hazardous,  toxic 
or  radiologic  waste  along  the  proposed  prqjea  area. 
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In  consideration  of  the  information  suinniaiized,  I  find  that  the  proposed  actions 
described  in  the  Rqnrt  and  EaviroDaiBntal  Assessment  wiU  not  sisnificantly  affect  the 
human  environmeot  and  do  not  require  the  preparation  and  circulation  of  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Date 

ColoBd,  Cons  of  En^neen 


TERRY  l-KI^ 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 


1.00  SUMMARY.  This  Environmental  Assessment  has  been  prepared  by  the  Jacksonville 
District,  U.S.  Anny  Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps)  to  document  feasibility  phase  investigations 
of  flood  damage  redaction  measures  along  the  east  branch  of  Cedar  Hammock  drainage  canal 
and  Wares  Creek,  in  die  Qty  of  Btadenton  and  onincoiporated -Manatee  County,  Florida. 
AuthoriTation  for  the  study  is  contained  in  Section  205  of  the  1948  Flood  Control  Act,  as 
amended.  Co-sponsor  of  the  prqjea  is  Manatee  County.  Flood  damage  xeduction  measures 
recommended  are  shown  on  Figures  1  and  2  and  Plate  11.  Proposed  improvements  would 
begin  near  the  mouth  of  Wares  Creek,  on  the  south  side  of  Manatee  Avenue  (S.R.  64),  in 
Btadenton,  and  end  on  the  north  side  of  Cortez  Road  (44th  Avenue  West).  Recommended 
improvements  include  the  following:  (1)  magging  and  rfparirg  along  lower  Waxes  Creek, 
begiiming  south  of  tiie  Manatpr.  Avenue  Bridge  and  extending  tipstream  to  17th  Avenue 
West,  with  some  minor  stream  realignment  recommaided  around  the  9th  Avenue  West 
btidgi^  aHaflha  snagging  and  clearing  work  to  be  accomplished  within  the  existing  fhant».^- 
Q)  Channel  irnprovements  b^inning  at  17th  Avenue  West  and  eactsnding  upstream  to  the 
north  side  of  21st  Avenue  West,  consisting  of  a  trapezoidal  eanhen  cbaimel  with  a  26  foot 
bottom  width,  2  horizontal  on  1  vertical  side  slopes  and  variable  top  width;  (3)  Chaimel 
iniprtnrements  tv^rmrn^  at  the  south  ads  of  21st  Avenue  West  and  extending  through  30th 
Avenue  West,  ending  at  the  14th  Street  West  intexscctian,  conasting  of  a  40  foot  wixle, 
vertical  waHed,  sheet  pile  lined  channd;  (4)  T^fgfnning  at  die  intetsecdan  of  30th  Avenue 
West  and  14th  Street  West,  extending  upstream  to  the  north  ade  of  Cortez  Road  (44th 
Avenue  West)  channel  improvements  consisting  of  a  trapezoidal,  earthen  walled  channel  with 
2  boii2sntal  on  1  vertical  sde  slopes  and  a  26  foot  botiom  width.   Owrring  and  magging  and 
die  chaimel  improvements  will  generate  about  100,000  cubic  yards  of  excavated  matarial^ 
v^iich  win  be  removed  to  an  upland  (fiqnsal  ate  (Manatee  County  landfill)    An  evaluation 
was  made  of  tiie  existing  environmen&l  resources  and  the  probable  environmental  effects  of 
implementing  the  alternatives  discussed  in  the  Detailed  Project  Report  (DPR).  Information  on 
natural  and  man-made  resources  of  the  study  area  was  obtained  fiom  existing  sources, 
scoping  responses  ficom  State  and  Federal  resource  agencies,  »>^idi<~i  performed  under 
contract  to  the  Corps,  and  provided  by  cooperating  agencies  and  the  co-sponsor.  After 
consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlifo  Service, 
Soudiwest  Florida  Water  Management  District  and  interested  resource  agencies  and  parties, 
the  Cotpi  has  determined  diat  no  agnificant  impacts  to  natural  or  man-made  resources  would 
result  from  implwnmftirinn  of  the  recommended  plan.  A  preliminary  Finding  of  No 
Significant  Tmparr  (FONSI)  is  attached  to  diis  Environmental  Assessment  (EA). 

2.00  INTRODUrnONr  TRH  PTTRPQSE  OF  AND  NEED  FOR  TtlE  PROPOSED 
ACnOTf.   Cedar  Hammock  east  branch  and  Wares  Creek  are  upper  and  lower  reaches  of 
&e  same  stream.   Wares  Creek  is  die  came  attached  to  the  downstream  reach,  which  is 
mostly  within  the  city  limits  of  Bradenton.  The  Cedar  Hammock  part  of  the  stream  is  a 
partly  hardened  urban  drainage  waterway  that  enq>ties  into  Wares  Creek,  which  in  turn 
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ntcTS  the  Manatee  River  in  Bradenton.   The  entire  stream  system  covers  about  6  square 
iTiiles  and  drains  densely  populated  residential  and  commercial  areas  of  Manatee  County. 
Residential  lots  crowd  particularly  close  along  both  banks  of  Waxes  Creek  (between  9th 
Avenue  West  and  26th  Avenue  West).   Two  large  shopping  malls  near  the  upstream  end  of 
the  study  area  (Cortez  Mall  and  De  Soto  Mall)  contribute  significant  amounts  of  runoff  from 
hardened  roofs  and  parVing  areas. .  This  urban  drainage  basin  was  mostly  built  up  prior  to 
current  Stale  and  Water  Management  District  regulations  requiring  retention  of  storm  nmoff, 
and  lacks  arl'qiiate  storm  water  retention  areas.   Minor  flooding  occurs  frequently  all  along 
the  lower  canal  and  Creek,  and  major  lainfall  events  such  as  the  well-documented  flood  of 
1988  cause  extensive  proper^  damage  and  disruption  of  traffic  and  normal  business  activities 
along  Highways  (Business)  41  and  US  301.   Refer  to  the  Main  Report  and  Appendix  A 
(Hydrology  and  Hydraulic  Analysis)  for  documentation  of  prior  floods. 

3.00   PROPOSFD  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES  ANAT.YSTS.    The  proposed  plan  (Plate 
11)  is  a  combination  of  clearing  and  snagging  (along  most  of  Wares  CxeelO  and  channel 
widening  and  other  improvements  (between  17th  Avenue  West  and  Cortez  Road). 
Improvements  are  designed  to  reduce  flood  stages  for  all  flood  events,  with  a  bank-full 
capacity  greater  than  the  5  year  flood  event  for  most  of  the  suidy  reach. 

Proposed  improvements  would  b^in  near  the  mouth  of  Wares  Creek,  on  die  south 
ade  of  Manatee  Avenue  (S.R.  64),  in  Bradenton,  and  end  on  the  north  ade  of  Cortez  Road 
(44th  Avenue  West).   Recommended  improvements  include  the  following:  (1)  snag^ng  and 
clearing  along  lower  Wares  Creek,  beginning  at  the  South  side  of  flie  Manatee  Avenue 

Idge  and  extending  upstream  to  17tfa  Avenue  West,  with  some  minor  stream  realignment 
xecommended  around  the  9th  Avenue  bridge;  all  of  the  snagging  and  Hwiring  work  would  be 
accomplished  within  the  existing  channel;  (2)  Channel  improvements  b^inning  at  17th 
Avenue  West  and  extending  upstream  to  tiie  north  side  of  21st  Avenue  West,  consisting  of  a 
trapezoidal  earthen  channel  with  a  26  foot  bottom  width,  2H  on  IV  side  slopes  and  variable 
top  width;  (3)  Channel  improvements  beginning  at  the  south  side  of  21st  Avenue  West  and 
extending  through  30th  Avenue  West,  ending  at  the  14th  Street  West  intersection,  consisting 
of  a  40  foot  wide,  vertical  walled,  sheet  pile  lined  channel;  (4)  Beginning  at  the  intersection 
of  30th  Avenue  West  and  14th  Street  West,  extending  upstream  to  the  north  side  of  Cortez 
Road  (44th  Avenue  West)  channel  improvements  consisting  of  a  trapezradal,  earthen  walled 
channel  with  2H  on  IV  side  slopes  and  a  26  foot  bottom  width.   AH  materials  excavated 
would  be  removed  and  trucked  to  an  off  site  upland  disposal  area,  the  Manatee  County 
landfill. 

Other  alternative  courses  of  action  evaluated  but  not  recommended  as  effective  include 
no  action,  upstream  flood  retention,  re-routing  of  one  tributary,  various  combinations  of 
downstream  bridge  removals,  evacuation  of  residents,  further  widening  and/or  deepening  of 
the  PrHar  WamnvTe-V;-  east  drainage  system,  and  other  types  of  flood  protection,  induding 
flood-proofing.   Removal  of  a  larger  number  of  residences  would  not  be  cost-effective,  due 
to  the  extremely  dense  development  of  surrounding  neighborhoods  and  prevailing  high  real 
estate  'values  in  the  Bradenton  Metropolitan  area.   While  upstream  tetention  might  have 
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offered  an  effective  solution  many  years  ago,  at  present  the  paits  of  the  watershed  most  in 
need  of  retention  areas  are  built  out  into  medium  or  high  density  residential  and  csmmcrdal 
proper^  and  a  diligent  search  during  the  feasibility  phase  of  the  study  did  not  identify 
suf&cieat  undeveloped  lands  to  retain  a  significant  propoition  of  the  runoff  in  most  sub- 
watersheds.   The  vacant  lot  that  had  been  identified  in  the  Reaumaissanoe  R^nit  (located 
near  the  head  of  the  western  tributary  of  the  Cedar  Hammock  East  Branch)  would  not  have 
oontiibated  significantly  to  flood  reduction,  ance  this  sul>-watershed  already  has  sufficient 
xetention  areas.   Ke-routing  of  part  of  the  western  tdbotary  was  likewise  evaluated  and  not 
recommended,  since  it  was  foood  to  worsoi  flood  stages  upstream  along  the  eastern 
tributary,  where  flood  problems  were  most  severe.   Greater  widening  of  the  east  sub- 
tdbutary  of  the  Cedar  Hammock  Canal  was  consideral  but  not  recommended  because  the 
cost  would  have  far  exceeded  Federal  exist  limitarinn^  under  the  Srrrion  2QS  (Continuing 
Authodties)  program,  Baising  of  one  or  more  downstream  bridges  would  have  provided 
additional  flood  relief^  but,  as  in  the  case  of  greater  channel  widening,  die  '"^^'ti'^al  costs 
would  have  been  borne  by  the  non-Federal  partner,  who  opted  not  to  endorse  this  action. 
Likewise,  flood-proofing  structures  by  raising  tiie  geoeial  ground  level  would  be  enormously 
costly  at  tiiis  late  stage  in  watershed  developmenL  It  was  determined  that  die  proposed  plan, 
in  combinatian  widi  all  ^iplicable  non-structuzal  alternatives,  including  a  program  of 
vigorous  and  regular  rhannt-i  rlranrng  aitd  debris  removal,  was  the  only  eSective  medium- 
term  solution  to  the  flooding  and  water  quali^  problems  in  die  study  area. 

4.00  Ai'1-HCl'HH  ENVTRONMFNT.  The  watershed  of  Cedar  TTammnrlr  East 
Branch/Wares  Creek  covers  about  6  square  miles.  Topography  is  nearly  flat  in  the  western 
part  of  the  watershed  and  steeper  in  the  eastern  tributaiy  branch.  Tbe  lower  watershed 
includes  mostly  single  femily  residential  structures,  inchiding  a  large  number  of 
manufactured  homes  (mobile  homes).  Residents  of  a  widespread  area  are  affected  by  the 
largest  flood  events.   Homes,  schools,  churches,  commercial  and  industrial  properties  and 
urban  infiastructure  dements,  including  sanitary  sewen,  are  affected.  Under  existing 
conditions  even  a  50%  (*2,year')  recurrence  flood  causes  significant  intenupdon  of 
commerce  and  daily  life. 

4.01  Air  quality  and  Noise.  In  general,  air  quali^  in  the  Bradenton  area  and  the  rest  of 
Manatee  County  is  good.  There  are  no  non-attainment  areas  within  the  County.  The  largest 
industiial  emitlers  in  the  County  are  a  large  power  plant,  a  phosphate  mining  operation  and  a 
citrus  processing  plant,  all  located  in  die  eastern  part  of  the  County  at  a  conaderable  distance 
from  the  study  reach.  The  urban  environment  is  fairly  noisy  in  the  daytime,  especially  near 
Manatee  Avenue  and  along  the  Cedar  Hammock  East  Branch  readi  that  runs  close  to 
Business  41. 

4.02  Water  quality.  TLeze  are  no  permanent  water  quality  stations  along  Wares  Creek  or 
Cedar  Hammock  East  Branch.   Water  quality  data  for  this  part  of  the  Cedar  Hammock  basin 
is  taken  sporadically  and  little  published  information  is  available.   Except  during  high  rainfall 
periods  the  predominant  source  of  flow  is  groundwater  erfjlfrarirm  and  the  stream  supports 
small  fish  and  invertd>rates  as  well  as  die  wading  birds  that  feed  on  diem  (refisr  to 
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^aragrsphs  4.05  and  4.06).    Due  to  the  impavious  nature  of  a  substantial  part  of  the 
u-atershcd  and  the  lack  of  on-site  retention,  uiban  and  primarily  residential  stonn  runoff 
arrives  at  the  stream  with  most  of  its  conventional  pollutant  load  in  solution  or  suspension. 
The  stream  does  not  appear  to  be  affected  adversely  by  existing  storm  water  flow  as  it 
supports  healthy  populations  of  biob  as  mentioned  above. 

4.03   Cultnral  resqoires.   Initial  coordination  with  the  Florida  Division  of  Historical 
Resources  indicated  that  no  known  aicheological  or  historic  properties  were  recorded  in  the 
project  area.   In  letters  dated  January  19,  1989  and  March  2S,  19S9  the  Florida  State 
T^<dTtrie  Preservation  Of&cer  recommended  that  a  cultural  resources  survey  be  completed  to 
locate  and  as<^y  the  significance  of  historic  properties  thai  could  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
project.   A  cultural  resources  survey  was  conducted  by  historic  preservation  staff  of  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  on  9-10  March  1992.   The  survey  induded  archival  research  and  a 
surface  and  subsur&ce  inspection  of  the  project  area,  including  alternatives  that  would  affect 
bridges  and  residences.   At  die  Manatee  County  Historical  library  investigators  examined 
ca.  ISSl  military  maps  of  the  prefect  area,  1915  Sanborn  Tngrrana?  Maps,  and  a  series  of 
aerial  photos  &am  1940,  1951,  and  1969.  During  the  inqpection  of  the  project  area 
investigators  examined  potentially  significant  historic  features  that  were  identified  from  the 
laspi  and  aftrial  photos,  examined  exposed  ground  surfaces  and  excavated  judgmentally 
placed  shovel  testt  searching  for  intact  archeological  depoats.   Three  bridges  crossing  Wares 
Creek  at  7th;  9th,  and  12th  Avenues  and  several  readential  stmctures  north  of  30th  Avenue 
may  be  historically  significant  and  eligible  for  indusian  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
'^hcss.   No  potentially  agnificant  architectural  features  were  identified  south  of  30th 
.venue,  and  no  significant  archeological  sites  were  locatfd  within  any  part  of  the  project 


4.04  Aesthetic  resources.   Aesthetic  resources  are  defined  as  'those  natural  and  cultural 
features  of  the  environment  that  elicit  a  pleasurable  response'  in  the  observer,  most  notably 
from  the  predominantly  visual  sense.   Consequently,  'aesthetic  resources  are  commonly 
refeired  to  as  visual  resources,  ...  features  which  can  potentially  be  sssn.* 

The  existing  aesthetic  resources  within  the  study  area  are  considered  to  contribute 
important  visual  relief  to  the  immediate  surroundings  and  neighborhood  character  throughout 
the  proposed  project.   Visual  aesthetics  of  the  area  surrounding  the  stream  are  typical  of 
older  single-family  residential  and  small  scale  commercial  neighboiiioods,  with  rather 
closely-spaced  houses,  mature  '^n^crap.  trees,  many  small  residential  noghborhoods  and 
relatively  large  exjan.sfts  of  concrete  and  asphalt  in  relation  to  green  spaces.    The  general 
exertion  is  constituted  by  the  banks  of  Wares  Creek.   Somewhat  more  "natural'  creek 
setdngs  are  immediatdy  visible  from  the  many  small  bridges  that  cross  tlie  creek;  examples 
would  be  bridges  at  9th,  12th,  and  14th  Avenues.   The  creek  is  almost  completely  shaded  by 
mature  tree  canopies  from  14th  to  21st  Avenue;  the  tree  cover  provides  a  relaxing  and 
cooling  experience.    From  21st  to  23rd  Avenues  the  project  study  area  possesses  aesthetic 
value  because  of  the  mature  native  trees  on  maintTiinpd  grassed  banks.   These  trees  provide 
the  dense  residential  devdopment  with  a  visual  and  auditory  screen,  color,  and  cooling  relief 
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from  the  otherwise  fUt  urbanized  area.   Upstream  of  the  fire  s&don  bridge,  a  row  of  mature 
shade  trees  screen  a  lesidaitial  development  £rom  the  heavy  traffic  of  Business  41.   Channel 
areas  to  the  south  possess  patchy  mature  tree  areas  with  lower  aesthetic  value  due  to  washed 
out  banks,  unmowed  wild  nadve  perennial  grasses,  cross  bracing,  and  dense  commercial 
development  along  Highway  301. 

4.05  Wildlife  resources.   Field  visits  and  consultatba  with  the  U.S.  "Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  Vero  Beach  Field  office  (FWS)  did  not  lead  to  identificalicHi  of  any' critical 
populations  or  habitat  resources  in  the  area  of  the  project.   In  response  to  early  scoping  for 
environmental  issues,  the  Stats  of  Florida  Game  and  Freshwater  Fish  Corrunission 
(FGFWFQ  identified  the  following  Endangered  (E),  Threatroed  (I),  or  State  Species  of 
Special  Concern  (SSC)  as  potentially  presait  in  tbe  project  area:  West  Tnrfinn  m^^tyitriT  (E), 
wood  stock  (£)  bald  eagk  (T),  southeastern  Amedcan  kestrel  (I),  eastern  indigo  <nav»»  ^, 
Sherman's  fax  squiird  (SSQ.  Amedcan  oystercatcher  (SSC),  snowy  egcet  (SSQ,  tdcolored 
heron  (SSQ,  reddish  ^ret  (SSQ,  brown  pelican  (SSQ,  gopber  tartoise  (SSQ,  American 
alligator  (SSC)  and  common  snook  (SSQ.  However,  itfiicfjps  performed  by  U.S.  FWS  under 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (Coordinstim  Act  Report)  did  not  find  agnificant 
populations  or  even  twh?*^*^  mitahle  fiar  these  ^ggjes  in  the  study  reach.   Wading  birds, 
including  the  snowy  cgra.  and  wood  stork,  may  sporadically  visit  tbe  stream  and  f?ed  on  its 
fish  and  invertdiratc  fauna,  but  no  arfcquate  rqnroductive  habitat  occurs  within  the  study 
leaciif  due  to  tbe  dense  urban  surroundings  and  the  inevitable  presence  of  feral  and  domestic 
animal  predators.   Manateehabitat  does  exist  at  the  mouth  of  Wares  creek  with  the  Manatee 
River,  where  deeper  water  is  available;  however,  tbe  study  reach  is  too  shallow  to  provide 
habiot  for  rnanatee,  roatime  snook,  or  mature  alligators.   In  artflitinn  to  the  above  species, 
FWS  and  FGFWFC  identified  tbe  Florida  Scrub  Jay  (E)  as  potentially  present  in  die 
undeveloped  bnih  surrounding  the  upstream  drfpntion  area  along  the  west  tributary  to  f^f^^T 
TTaminock  East  Branch.  However,  as  part  of  a  Planning  Aid  study  undertaken  during  the 
project's  Reconnaissance  phase,  this  area  was  inspfrted  by  Service  biologists  with  n^ative 
results.   Both  FWS  rqxirts,  which  are  reproduced  in  the  Coordination  Appendix,  conclude 
that  none  of  the  above  listed  species  are  r^ulady  present  in  the  study  reach,  2nd  no 
cgnifipanf  habitat  for  these  species  is  present 

Birds  are  the  most  notable  wildlife  resource  in  the  drainage  basin.  All  common 
spedes  of  waders  probably  visit  the  stream;  in  addition  to  the  sprrics  listed  above,  white  ibis 
and  little  blue  heron  were  observed  feeding  along  the  stream  Annn^  biologists*  site  visits.   A 
midstream  slioal  islaiid  just  south  of  tbe  Manatee  Avenue  bridge  supports  a  young  TniTarf 
s&Lod  of  black  and  white  mangroves.  Tliese  shrubby  trees  were  fiozea  to  ground  level  in 
December,  19S9,  but  have  recovered  by  vigorous  sprouting  in  c"hcpqTi(»nf  years.  During 
initial  project  pinnning  the  Corps  was  requested  to  cnnsidfT  removal  of  the  shoal,  but 
hydraulic  studies  showed  that  it  does  not  contribute  to  upstieam  flooding,  and  its  removal  is 
not  part  of  the  presentiy  proposed  projecL   This  small  island  is  a  ^tignifiran^  refuge  and 
possibly  a  night  roost  for  wading  birds,  including  tEicolarad.  great  and  little  blue  herons.  Its 
isolation  in  the  middle  of  the  stream  makes  it  inaccessible  to  some  urban  predators,  most 
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jotably  domestic  cats,  while  the  waders  find  abundant  food  resources  in  the  small  fish  and 
invenefaraifis  that  inhabit  the  stream. 

<.06  Fidi  resources.    Excqpt  in  the  estuaiine  reach  (generally,  downstream  of  the  9th 
Avenue  bridge  in  Bradenton),  the  stream  is  too  shallow  and  narrow,  and  iis  water  levels 
fluctuate  too  abrupdy  in  response  to  rainfall-generated  runoff,  to  support  a  great  diversity  of 
aquatic  life.   The  Planning  Aid  Report  (PAR)  prepared  by  FWS  lists  mosquito  fish,  soft 
shelled  turtles  and  other  turtles  as  dominant  faimal  elements.    Other  freshwater  feuna  include 
diving  beetles,  insect  larvae  and  small  snails.   The  estuary  supports  small  or  juvenile 
individuals  of  mullet,  needlefish,  sand  perch,  sheepshead  and  killifish,  and  may  provide  some 
limited  developmental  habitat  for  juveniles  of  other  estoarine  fish.   The  fish  fauna  is 
essentially  washed  out  of  the  watershed  into  the  Manatee  River  during  major  flood  events, 
re-establishing  itself  during  intervening  normal  flow  pedods.   Due  to  regular  bank  clearing 
by  the  County  and  city  public  works  crews,  creek  bank  habitat  is  moderately  to  severely 
limited. 

4.07  Hazardous,  toxic  and  radiologic  waste.   A  preliminary  assessment  was  conducted  in 
March  1994  to  address  the  existence  or  potential  for  occurrence  of  HTW  contamination  on 
lands,  including  structures  and  submerged  lands,  in  the  Cedar  Hammock/Wares  Creek  study 
area.    The  assessment  included  a  prcgect  review,  ate  Eterature/document  review,  and  site 
reconnaissance.   During  the  reconnaissance,  the  following  potential  indicators  were  looked 
for:   Landfills,  dumps,  disposal  areas;  burning  or  burned  areas;  abov^round  or  underground 
oks;  vats,  lagocsis,  ponds  or  basin  sludge  pits;  excavations  (pits,  quarries  or  borrow  areas); 
jntainers  of  unidentified  substances;  spills,  seepage,  slicks;  odors;  dead  or  stressed 
vegetation  (brown,  spotted  curled  or  withered  leaves);  water  treatment  plants;  wells,  ditches, 
trenches,  dq>resacxis;  ttan^xjrt  areas  (Le.,  boat  yards,  harbor^  rail  yards,  airports,  truck 
terminals);  abaodcKied  buildings.  The  preliminary  assessment  report  found  no  indicators  of 
toxic  or  radiologic  waste. 


5.00  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFI-hL'1'S'  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION. 

5.01  Unavoidable  adverse  efTects.   Qeaiing  and  snagging  at  tiie  mouth  of  Wares  Creek 
will  cause  temporary  adverse  effects  on  wildlife  habitat  and  fish,  resources  due  to  noise  of 
heavy  machinery,  disturbance  of  the  substrate  and  temporary  increases  in  water  turbidity  due 
to  excavation.  However,  creek  bottom  sediments  are  feiriy  coarse  (mostly  sand-size)  and 
natural  settling  will  quickly  restore  stream  clarity.   Furthermore,  .■aabiliTatinn  of  the  bank 
slope  will  decrease  future  sedimentatioa  due  to  rainstorm  events.   The  only  permanent 
wetland  that  will  be  affected  on  project  lands  is  the  stream  bottom  itself.   The  stream  cross- 
secdonal  area  will  be  widened  over  its  present  dimensions,  providing  additional  substrate  for 
in-$tream  organisms  during  low  flow  periods.   However,  as  at  present,  extreme  flood  events 
will  essentially  wipe  out  attached  benthic  vegetation  and  flush  out  invertebrate  and  fish  fauna, 
which  will  then  gradually  re-establish  when  the  flood  has  abated.   The  mangrove-colonized 
sand  island  downstream  of  the  7th  Avenue  Bridge,  once  proposed  for  dredging  by  the  co- 
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sponsor,  exeru  no  influence  on  upstream  flood  levels,  and  is  not  proposed  for  removal. 
Since  no  significant  wetlands  resources  will  be  affected,  no  specific  wetland  mitigation 
measures  are  proposed. 

Some  mature  or  ^pedmen  size  shade  trees  will  be  removed  along  the  channel  right-of- 
way.   These  trees  belong  to  common  native  or  exotic  spfyjps  used  for  urban  landscaping,  and 
do  not  constirute  significant  natural  resources.   However,  they  contribute  to  soften  the 
appearance  of  the  eidsting  channel  and  provide  some  wildlife  cover.   Their  removal  will 
change  the  ajTpearance  of  the  channel  and  induce  available  shade  over  the  water  in  some 
reaches.   Tree  removal  win  affect  the  visual  esthetics  of  the  project  reach,  and  replacement 
plantings  are  recommended  (refer  also  to  Paragraph  5.09). 

5.02  Relationship  betveen  ^ort  term  uses  of  the  enYironmeat  and  Tnnintpnnnr*.  and 
enhancemest  of  long  term  prtMluctivify.  The  human  eavironment  is  already  committed  to 
long  tenn  residential  use.  The  project  disai^vti  in  this  EA  is  drsignfri  to  sustain  and 
improve  the  quality  of  the  ^<^n^  human-dominated  enviionmeat  and  increase  business 
piroductivity  by  reducing  the  risk  and  frequency  of  flooding.  Ko  significant  or  highly 
productive  nansal  habitats  have  been  identified  on  the  watershed  in  the  study  reach; 
furthermore,  water  quality  modeling  indicaterl  that  no  change  in  the  quality  or  contaminant 
levels  in  the  receiving  waters  (the  raoufh  of  die  deeli^  would  be  induced  by  project 
construction.   Therefore,  no  trade-ofGi  of  long  term  productivity  for  short-term  use  can  be 
identified  in  reJalion  to  the  proposed  project 

5.03  Irreversible  or  irretrievable  conunitmeots  of  resources.   No  new  irreversible 
commitments  would  be  made  by  the  proposed  project.  No  additional  natural  areas  would  be 
committed  or  converted  to  tnban  use  by  the  proposed  prqjecL  Hie  stream  reach  proposed 
for  installafion  of  vertical  sheet  pile  rcinfaiced  channel  walls  already  has  a  vertical  or  near- 
veitical  cross-section,  and  most  of  it  is  now  bulkheaded  cxn  one  or  both  sides  with  concrete. 
Most  commitments  of  resources  have  already  been  made  in  the  study  area.   Almost  the  entire 
stream  drainage  is  now  committed  to  urban  residential  and  commerdal  use,  and  this  status  is 
imlikely  to  change  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

5.04  Relationship  between  the  proposed  action  and  Federal,  State  and  local  land  use 
policies,  plans  and  controls.  The  proposed  flood  control  project  is  consistent  with 
improvements  reconunended  in  prior  flood  ctmtrol  studifs  pezforroed  for  Manatee  Coun^ 
and  the  City  of  Bradenton,  aldiougb  it  is  smaller  in  scope  than  many  prior  proposals,  since  it 
does  not  include  bridge  removal  or  rerouting  of  the  western  tiibutaiy  of  Cedar  Hammock 
East  Branch.   During  plan  formulation  a  number  of  potential  sites  for  additional  storm  water 
retention  were  idmtififd,  but  these  sites  were  determined  to  offer  inadequate  capacity  to 
significantly  reduce  flooding  or  contaminant  loading,  while  at  the  same  time  greatly 
increasing  project  cost.   Bridge  removal  options  wcic  considered  but  not  recommended  due 
to  their  extremely  high  cost  in  rdation  to  the  flood  reduction  benefits  they  potentially  would 
have  generated.   Rerouting  of  the  western  East  Branch  tributary  was  dropped  from  farther 
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Dnsidsration  when  hydraulic  studies  indicated  that  this  altemarive  would  acaally  worsen 
rlooding  conditions  upstream. 

The  proposed  project  has  also  hesa  evaluated  for  consistency  with  the  Hoiida  Coasal 
Zone  Program  and  eiftprminpA  to  be  consistenL   It  would  not  cause  adverse  impacts  on  water 
quality  or  significant  marine  or  estuahne  resources;  it  would  contribute  to  reduce 
sedimentation  of  lower  Wares  CxEek,  by  providing  armoring  for  diose  sections  of  the  stream 
r^Tir  would  experience  high  waier  velodrie.s,  while  providing  a  giass-lined  bank  with  stable 
side  slopes  for  the  rest  of  the  project  reach.  Relationship  berweea  the  proposed  action  and 
Federal,  State  and  local  land  use  policies,  plans  and  controls. 

S.Q5  FfT"*"^  on  conunuiuty  growth,  cohesion  and  the  dlsplacsnent  of  people  and 
businesses.   An  estimated  11  mobile  homes,  located  in  die  Bradenton  Trailer  Park,  would 
need  to  be  removed  in  order  to  allow  staging  and  permanent  maiotsnance  access  to  the 
vertical-walled  section  of  Cedar  Fam""'^^    No  other  residences  or  businesses  would  be 
displaced.   Clearing  and  grubbing  along  the  Wares  Creek  segment  will  be  accomplished  by 
placing  equipment  within  the  banks,  therd>y  avoiding  unnecessary  takings  of  or  disturbance 
to  pri-vate  properties.  Access  and  permanent  right-of-way  easements  have  besa  minimized 
there  as  well  as  throughout  the  rest  of  tiie  project.  There  will  be  no  other  permanent  effects 
on  community  cohesion.   No  businesses  would  be  di^laced.   Since  die  communities 
surrounding  the  study  reach  are  already  densely  developed,  and  the  purpose  of  the 
recommended  plan  was  to  avoid  imnecessaiy  and  cosdy  taking  of  properdes  along  the 
<!tream,  implementation  of  the  plan,  wiiile  it  would  not  stimulate  new  growth,  will  not 
iterfere  with  easting  infrastructure,  buildings  or  commerce. 

5.06  Air  quality  and  noise  effects.   Some  temporary  local  increase  in  particulate  and 
hydrocaibon  emissions  are  ejcpected  while  the  project  is  under  construcdan,  due  to  the 
movement  of  heavy  equipment  (dump  trucks)  through  the  neighboriiood  to  the  county 
landfill.   However,  all  applicabLe  air  quality  reguladons  will  be  implemented  to  minimize 
these  effects.   Once  the  project  is  built  air  quality  will  be  the  same  as  under  without-project 
conditions.  The  operadoa  of  constnicdon  machinery  will  create  additional  noise  that  is  likely 
to  disturb  some  residents  living  immediately  adjacent  to  the  creek  during  daytime  hours.   All 
construcdon  acdvides  would  be  accomplished  during  normal  working  hours,  and  :q>propriate 
noise-suppression  equipment  would  be  installed  on  canstructioa  vehicles.   The  noise 
environment  of  the  study  reach  would  return  to  normal  once  the  project  is  buiiL 

5.07  Water  qp.ia]ify  effects.  The  Florida  Department  of  Environmenol  Protscdon  (DEP) 
and  the  Southwest  Florida  Water  Management  Distria  (SWFWMD)  recommended  a 
modeling  study  of  storm  water  runoff  under  with-and-without  project  conditions,  to 
deteimine  if  the  proposed  improvements  would  worsen  water  quality  over  existing  conditions 
at  the  downstream  end  of  the  proposed  project.   The  model  chosen  was  the  Corps  water 
quality  model  HBC-5Q.   The  modeling  study  and  its  results  are  divaityri  in  Appendix  F. 
The  conclusion,  based  on  the  model  runs,  was  that  estimated  nutrient  and  pollutant  loads  of 
the  convendonal  chemical  constituents  modeled  would  be  no  different  under  with-and-without 
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project  conditions;  that  is,  thexe  would  be  no  increase  in  loads  to  the  receiving  waters 
(Mknatee  River  and  eventually  T^mpa  Bay)  under  deagn  flood  conditions,  as  compared  to 
present  conditions.  This  was  due  primarily  to  the  short  retention  times  in  the  system.   There 
would  also  be  no  net  overall  increase  in  loading,  specifically  outdents  and  selected  other 
constituents,  to  the  receiving  waters.   The  long-term  water  quality  eifects  of  the  project 'axe    . 
neutraL 

5.P8  ECTects  on  cultural  resources.   The  three  bridges  crossing  Wares  Creek  at  7th,  9tfa, 
and  12th  Avenues  and  the  residential  xtructures  north  of  30tfa  Avenue  which  may  be  eligible 
fiar  indusinn  m  the  I'bticmal  Register  of  Historic  Places  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
artina.  As  donimpnted  during  the  cultural  resources  surv^  completed  in  1992,  no  other 
potentially  rignificant  historic  properties  are  locared  within  die  prcgea  area.  Based  on  the 
results  of  the  survey,  and  in  compliance  with  the  National  Tfigtr«ri«-  Pieservadon  Act  of  1966, 
as  amended  (PL  99-655)  and  its  irqplwnmting  xesulalioa  36  CFR  Part  800,  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Fngincea  determined  that  diis  proposed  project  would  have  no  e£Dsct  on  properties 
listed  on  or  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  In  a  letter  from 
the  Florida  State  Histnric  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  dated  October  10.  1991,  and  in 
lubsequeat  telephone  conversatioos  in  ApiH  1992,  the  SHPO  coocutred  with  this 
dptrrmination.  If,  during  construction,  it  is  determined  that  previously  undiscovered  historic 
properties  will  be  advendy  affrrled  by  tbe  project,  a  mirigarirtn  plan  will  be  developed,  in 
mnmltatinn  with  ibc  SHPO,  and  conyletrd.  All  work  will  be  conducted  in  oonqiliance  with 
^  National  Hlstoiic  Preservatian  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (PL  S9-€55)  and  the 
Azcheolpgical  and  Histnric  Preservatioo  Act,  as  ammded  (PL  93-291). 

5.09  Aesthetic  elTecfs.    Tbe  inq)lementatioo  of  tbe  flood  cantrd  rfia nnrf  inqnovements 
would  dear  the  young  native  and  rip^**  plant  mat^»rial  from  the  ehannrf  and  side  slopea  to 
increase  edacity  and  flow  rate  in  the  'clearing  and  maeging'  area.  Aesthetics  will  be 
permanently  affected  by  this  project  component.  The  «rapt>^/vf<aT  gnss-Iined  chunn^i  will 
enlarge  die  ^Tiering  rfianngl  and  talce  down  all  trees  wi^ibi  the  construction  easemenL 
Grassing  chanod  side-slopes,  wbac  diannd  bank  widening  and  reshaping  wiU  occur,  is  the 
recommended  construction  mediod  for  bank  stabilizalioa  and  ar^thi-iir  treatmenL  Vertical 
sheet  pile  walls  beeinning  'just  opsticain  of  21st  Avenue"  will  rifjiudg.  the  stream  bed  and 
construcdoa  ea-sement  of  trees  in  a  commiiniTy  park  and  the  densely  devdoped  Bradenton 
Mobile  Home  Park.  Perpetual  nndeigiDand  tie-bada  proposed  tor  the  sheet  pile  walls  will 
also  require  tree  removal  for  intfallafina.   Trees  within  die  jv^g"""^  prqect  easements  will 
be  cleared  to  provide  access  for  diannd  inqnovementx.   Staging  areas  have  been  located. 
Temporary  impact  on  existing  aesthrtics  axe  anliripated  in  tfiese  areas.   However  no  long 
term  adverse  aesthetic  im^rtc  are  aotifipatrrt  to  die  prefect  staging  areas  at  this  time. 

Theconoept  of  an  afsthetir.  mitigation  plan  is  io  restore  die  aesdietics  to  dieirpre- 
project  condition.  A  tree  surv^  is  recommended  as  part  of  die  plans  and  apedfications 
study  phase  so  die  project  can  i^ipropxiatdy  indudc  writing  trees  in  the  final  design.    Pngect 
cfaannd  improvements  could  reflect  the  existing  ndghborhood  landscape  pracdce  by 
'trimming  up'  low  growing  tree  limbs  instead  of  ckar  cutting  trees  in  the  'clearing  and 
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sagging"  phase.    The  trapezoidal  channel  work  could  consider  bulkheading  trees  which  fall 
into  the  "channel  construction*  areas.   Trees  within  the  construction  easement  could  be 
preserved,  not  clear-cuL    If  low  tree  limbs  deny  construction  access,  they  could  be  properly 
pruned  to  maintain  natural  tree  form  and  healthy  tree  growth. 

Manatee  County  has  a  tree  replacement  ordinance  in  the  County  zoning  and  planning 
code.    Tree  replacement  is  the  final  and  ultimate  endeavor  which  has  the  greatest  chance  to 
restore  impacts  to  aesthetics  altered  by  the  channel  improvement  project.   The  local  sponsor 
could  accomplish  tree  planting  through  contracts  or  volunteer  programs  similar  to  the 
Jacksonville  Gator  Bowl  Tree  Planting  Project.   The  henf.fit  of  native,  southern  wiliiflower 
seed  mix  would  be  realized  with  the  decreased  cost  of  mowing  and  the  increase  of  aesthetics 
in  the  area.   Detailed  aesthetic  plans  and  sperififatinns  will  be  developed  once  a.  final  survey 
is  completed.   A  S50,CX)0  budget  for  tree  replacement  would  adequately  fund  die  planting  of 
three  gallon  sized  native  trees  by  volunteers,  based  on,  the  tree  plantings  at  the  Gator  Bowl 
interchange  in  Jacksonville,  Florida. 

5.10  Effects  on  fish  and  wildlifie  resources.   Clearing  and  grubbing,  channel  widening  and 
bank  stabilization  during  construction  will  cause  temporary  removal  of  bank  slope  v^etation 
and  stream  bottom  vegetation,  leading  to  mortally,  disturbance  or  emigratioQ  of  the  stream 
fauna.   After  construction  is  complete  stream  bottom  habitat  will  restore  itself  through  re- 
seeding  of  aquadc  plants  and  re-migration  of  small  fish;  but  these  organisms  will  continue  to 
be  (as  at  present)  susceptible  to  total  or  partial  wipe-out  during  heavy  runoff  events, 
emoval  of  trees  inside  the  10'  wide  maintenance  light  of  way  on  each  side  of  the  channel 
ifUl  reduce  shading  of  the  channel  bottom  and  may  slightly  irurease  daydme  water 
temperatures  in  ''ff'°^'-^  reaches.    This  &ctor  is  not  expssxoi  to  significantly  affnf  overall 
water  quality,  >v-^'7g^  long  stretches  of  the  stream  are  already  cleared  of  overhanging 
vegetation.  Fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  study  teach  are  minimal,  conasting  of  small 
or  transient  populations  of  few  species,  mostly  of  small  freshwater  and  estuaiine  fish  and 
wide-ranging  wading  birds.   Neither  the  Planning  Aid  Report  (PAR)  written  during  the 
reconnaissance  phase  of  the  study,  nor  the  draft  Coordination  Act  Report  (CAR)  submitted 
during  feasibility  stage  studies  have  identified  significant  fish  and  wildlife  resources.   The 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  stated  in  the  CAR  that  it  has  no  objecdons  to  the  project  as 
proposed,  although  it  did  criticize  the  small  detention  areas  once  considered  (during  plan 
formulation),  because,  it  feared  they  might  attract  wildlife  and  subject  it  to  unnecessary 
predanon  and  traffic  dangers. 

S.Il   Effects  on  property  vahies.   The  proposed  project  would  not  cause  severance  of 
significant  areas  of  property  finom  parent  tracts.  Most  of  the  proposed  channel  maintenance 
easements  take  small  portions  of  the  rear  of  tracts:  'back  yards*.  No  effect  is  expected  on 
the  value  of  the  remainder  of  affected  tracts.  Property  values  of  tracts  adjacent  to  Cedar 
Hammock/Wares  Creek  may  now  be  lower  than  those  of  similar  properties  outside  the  flood 
zone  (because  of  their  suscq>tibility  to  fisquent  flooding).  These  existing  residential  and 
commercial  properties  adjacent  to  the  study  reach  may  increase  in  value  if  the  project  is  built 
and  flood  fiequency  is  reduced. 
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5.12  Cumulative  efTeds.  There  are  no  addidoaal  Corps  projects  in  the  Wares  Creek 
watershed."  All  of  the  presently  foreseen  project  impacu  are  accounted  for  in  this 
environmental  document.   Construction  and  operauon  of  the  proposed  channel  improvements 
for  flood  control  will  increase  the  cumulative  urbanization  of  the  watershed  through  further 
human-induced  alterations  of  the  Wares  Creek  channel;  but  this  process  is  already  so  £ir 
advanced  that  impacts  on  natural  resources  would  be  minimal  or  irmgnificant. 

6.00  COMMITMENTS. 

Since  no  agnificant  natural  or  cultural  resources  have  been  'dmtifiwl  inside  die 
proposed  project  reach,  no  mitigation  commitments  have  been  made  to  date.   Should 
evidence  of  such  resources  be  discovered  during  later  steges  of  project  development, 
consultalioa  with  the  appropuate  resource  agencies  would  be  re-initiated  and  ^ipropmte 
mitigation  would  be  considered  and/or  implemented  as  appropriate. 

7.00  rOMPUANCE  WITH  gNfVreONMENTAL  REOUIREME?rrS, 

7.01  Clean  Air  Act  Hie  project  wiU  comply  with  the  dean  Air  Act  Coordinatioa  with 
DEP  and  the  Manatee  County  Dqpartment  of  Public  Wodcs  indiratrd  that  the  project  is  sited 
in^de  an  attainment  area.  The  project  is  not  expected  to  cause  any  tignifit^nf  new 
atmosphedc  emissions.   Applicable  air  quality  regulations  will  be  stricily  followed. 

7.QZ  dean  Water  AcL  An  evaluation  of  Oe  water  quality  effects  produced  by  proposed 
modifications  to  the  waterway  has  been  completed  as  required  under  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
This  evaliatinn  is  teproduced  as  Attachment  A.  The  project  is  specified  as  complying  with 
the  AcL  A  Water  Quality  Certificate  from  die  SUic  of  Florida  certifying  diat  State  water 
quality  standards  wiU  be  not  be  exceeded  will  be  ^jplled  for.  T^nqia  Bay,  to  the  noctfa,  and 
Saiasota  Bay,  to  the  south,  are  National  Estuary  Program  ates  under  the  Clean  Water  Act 
None  of  the  improvements  proposed  in  diis  study  would  affect  water  quality  in  these 
estuaries. 

7.03  Coastal  Zone  Management  AcL  This  study  and  project  are  in  compliance  wiOi  die 
policies  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Program  of  Florida.  The  Consistency  Evaluation 
is  found  as  Attachment  B  of  dus  Environmental  Assessment 

7.04  Endangered  Species  AcL  No  ipecies  dftignatpri  imder  this  act  occur  in  die  area.  No 
resting,  £aediiig  or  reproductive  habitat  of  any  drrignatwl  species  occurs  in  die  area. 
Infiarmal  cnnaihatinn  under  Section  7  of  tiie  Act  was  concluded  during  the  leconoausanoe 
phase  of  the  study  (Attachment  Q.  Tbe  Cnnrdinatinn  Act  Rqxst  (CAR)  leconfizmed  the 
absence  of  Federally  drrignatrd  endangered  or  threatened  qm'n  or  other  significant  wildlife 
populations.  The  CAR  is  reproduced  in  Appendix  G  (Coordination). 
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.05   Estuary  Protedioii  Act.   This  Law  provides  for  Federal  desigiution  of  Estuaries  of 
National  Significance,  and  consultation  wjth  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  projects  that 
may  impact  such  estuaries.  The  Wares  Creek  estuary  is  not  part  of  such  a  designated  area. 

7.06  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordlnatioii  Ad.   The  proposed  project  has  besa  coordinated  with 
the  Vero  Beach  Field  office,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service;  a  Coordination  Act  Report 
(CAR)  is  included  in  Appendix  G.   The  CAR  states  that  no  significant  fish  or  wildlife 
resources  occur  along  the  proposed  project  align  menL  Nevertheless,  they  recommend  stream 
'rejuvenation*  measures  for  fi'ih  and  wildlife  habitat  enhancement  along  lower  Wares  Creek 
(widening  meanders,  creation  of  riffles,  etc)  that  would  require  a  much  wider  real  estate 
footprint  than  the  current  clearing  and  gagging  proposed  by  the  Corps,  and  would  require 
extensive  additional  land  acquisition  through  densely  developed  residential  nelghboriioods. 
Since  this  proposed  'rejuvenation*  is  for  the  purposes  of  enhancing  stream  habitat  quality,  it 
does  not  consider  flood  retention  capacity,  nor  the  probable  effects  of  existing  frequent  floods 
on  such  a  'rguveoaled*  floodplain,  if  it  weze  built.  The  proposal  was  not  further  considered, 
because  the  CAR  stales  that  no  significant  habitat  will  be  impacted  by  the  recommsided 
project;  therefore  there  is  no  justification  for  the  improvements  proposed. 

7.07  National  Historic  Freserration  Act.  This  law  requires  Federal  agencies  to  ta^  into 
consideration  the  eSbcts  of  their  undertakings  on  historic  properties,  and  to  afford  the 
Advisory  Cotmcil  on  Historic  Preservation  or  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  eSeca  of  the  undertaking.  This  project  is  in  full  compliance 

ith  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 

7.  OS  National  S^Tiroomental  Policy  Act  (NEFA).  An  Environmental  Assessment  (£A)  of 
the  potential  effects  of  the  proposed  snagging  and  clearing  has  been  conducted.   The  draft 
document  has  been  coordinated  for  public  comment  and  comments  received.   Based  on  the 
results  of  the  BA  and  comments  from  various  state  and  federal  agencies  as  well  as  nonprofit 
and  private  parties,  the  NEPA  process  will  be  finalized. 

7.09  Resource  Conservation  and  Recorery  Act.  A  preliminary  (Level  1)  assessment  was 
carried  out  in  Octobex,  1993  to  detect  tiie  possible  presence  of  toxic,  hazardous  or  radiologic 
waste.   No  indicators  of  toxic  or  radiologic  waste  were  observed. 

8.00  COORDINATTON.  Interagency  coordination  of  the  Cedar  Hanunock/Wares  Greek 
flood  control  sniriies  began  in  1987  when  a  letter  was  received  frota  Manatee  Coimty 
requesting  assistancg  in  a  study  of  the  Cedar  Hammock  East  Branch.   This  request  was 
combined  with  a  previous  request,  dated  Janimy  11,  19S4,  by  the  city  of  Bradeaton  for  a 
study  of  flooding  problems  along  Wares  Creek.   A  Rpmnnaisvirvy.  Retort  was  published  in 
March  1990.   The  Recoimaissance  study  was  coordinated  with  the  Florida  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer,  the  Dqjartment  of  Environmental  Regulation,  the  Department  of 
Community  Affairs  and  D^srtment  of  Natural  Resources.   Early  scoping  for  the  feasibility 
phase  study  was  completed  in  1991  and  early  1992.   Potential  environmental  issues  that 
surfaced  during  early  scoping  included:  potential  effects  on  threatened,  endangered,  or  State 
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spedes  of  special  concern;  potential  adverse  e£fects  of  further  hardening  and  channeling  on 
downstream  water  quality;  potential  water  quality  effects  oa  outstanding  Florida  waters; 
compatibility  with  the  SWIM  Plan  for  Tampa  Bay,  and  basin-wide  stoimwater  modeling. 
(Refer  to  Main  Repoit  Appendix  F).  Tliese  issues  have  been  disnjsvri  where  applicable  in 
the  Detailed  Prqjea  Repon  and  this  Enviroomental  Assessment. 

All  substantial  comments  received  during  public  coordination  of  the  diaft  Deailed 
Projea  Repoit  and  Environmental  Assessment  aie  compiled  as  Attachment  C  of  this  EA. 
Please  xeficr  to  Attachment  C  for  responses  to  pertinent  commeats. 

9.00  T-Tyr  np  PREPARERS.   The  fisllowing  pecsoos  were  substantially  responsible  for  the 
contents  of  this  Envinsnmcntal  Assessment:  Baiban  Cintrdn,  Biologist  (principal  oompikT); 
iSmbedy  Kodyh,  Biologist;  Jim  McAdams,  Environmental  Engineer;  David  lifcCuUoagh, 
Arriimlogist;  Paul  Stevenson,  Tamtscapc  Architect  Priyilla  Ttigg,  Civil  Engineer. 

IO.O0  RHFKRENTCES. 

n.S.  Army  Coips  of  Engineers  1990.  Reconnaissance  Report.  Cedar  Hammock  (Wares 
Creek).  Manatee  Cotmty,  Florida.  Flood  Control  Seeing  2QS  Stady.   Planning  Diviaon, 
Jadsoaville  District  U.S.  Army  Fnginm-  Divisoo,  Jacksonville  Florida.  23  pp.  Plates, 
Appends. 

Cazioll,  J.  1989.  Planning  Aid  'Repott,  Cedar  HammnrV,  Rrartmtnn,  Manatee  County.  ■ 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Veio  Beach  Field  Office.  Vero  Beach,  H.  3.  pp. 

Gallagher,  J.,  1993.  Draft  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coazdinatioa  Act  Repeat,  Wares  Creek/Cedar 
WatmnoffV  flood  Reduction  Project,  Btadenton,  Manatrr  County.   October,  1993.  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  Veto  Beach  Field  OfSce,  Voo  Beach,  FL  9  pp,  £garet. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY  BUDGET 

WITNESS 

ANNA  AURmO,  STAFF  SCIENTIST,  U.S.  PUBLIC  INTEREST  RESEARCH 
GROUP 

Mr.  Bevill.  Next  we  have  Ms.  Anna  Aurilio. 

We  are  pleased  to  have  you  with  us  and  your  full  statement  will 
be  made  a  part  of  the  record.  We  are  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

Ms.  Aurilio.  Great.  Thank  you. 

I  am  Anna  Aurilio,  staff  scientist  for  the  U.S.  Public  Interest  Re- 
search Group.  We  are  the  national  lobbying  office  for  the  State 
PIRGs,  which  are  active  in  about  30  States  around  the  country.  We 
are  nonprofit,  nonpartisan.  We  work  on  environmental,  consumer 
and  good  government  issues;  and  as  you  know,  because  I  testified 
before  you  last  year,  we  have  been  working  on  cutting  programs 
that  we  call  "polluter  pork  programs,"  those  that  hurt  taxpayers 
twice — once  in  their  pocketbook  and  then  in  their  environment. 

We  have  been  working  to  shift  the  Federal  Government's  energy 
policies  away  from  polluting  energy  sources,  such  as  nuclear  and 
fossil  energy,  and  towards  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy 
sources.  To  this  end,  most  of  my  statements  today  and  the  state- 
ment that  I  will  put  in  the  record  have  to  do  with  programs  that 
we  recommend  cutting  within  Department  of  Energy  budget.  I 
would  like  to  point  out  that  we  do  support  funding  the  renewable 
energy  programs  at  $388  million,  which  is  the  fiscal  year  1995  ap- 
propriated level. 

So,  first,  what  are  our  recommendations?  We  are  recommending 
cutting  programs  that  would  save  taxpayers  a  total  of  $550  million 
for  fiscal  year  1997.  Unfortunately,  since  DOE  has  not  put  out  its 
budget  request  yet,  that  may  not  be  totally  accurate.  I  tried  to  base 
that  on  the  fiscal  year  1996  levels  and  what  we  thought  DOE  was 
going  to  ask  for. 

Also,  we  are  quite  concerned — in  addition  to  the  programs  that 
we  would  like  to  see  cut,  we  are  quite  concerned  that  programs 
that  we  have  worked  to  terminate  in  the  past  seem  to  somehow 
live  on  after  they  have  been  terminated.  The  gas  cooled  nuclear  re- 
actor and  the  advanced  liquid  metal  reactor  are  two  programs 
which  Congress  has  terminated,  and  yet  there  are  termination 
costs  that  are  somehow  murky  and  ill  defined.  There  are  redirec- 
tion programs  that,  you  know,  have  no  mandate,  have  no  long-term 
outyear  funding  plan,  and  we  are  worried  that  we  have  worked  so 
hard  to  cut  these  programs  and  yet  we  may  continue  to  be  pa3dng 
for  them  for  the  rest  of  our  lives. 

So  we  ask  that  this  committee  take  a  special  look  at  what  really 
happens  with  these  termination  costs.  We  have  been  unable  to  get 
a  clear  answer  from  DOE,  in  particular  on  the  gas  cooled  reactor 
termination  costs. 

Okay  So  why — why  do  we  want  to  go  after  the  nuclear  energy 
programs?  First  of  all.  Wall  Street  has  rejected  this  technology;  and 
as  we  have  heard  from  various  people  today,  talking  about  the 
problems  of  dealing  with  the  nuclear  waste,  there  is  no  sound  solu- 
tion. A  recent  study  conducted  by  the  Washington  International 


1609 

Energy  Group  found  that  89  percent  of  utility  executives  would 
never  order  a  new  nuclear  power  plant.  This  is  the  potential  mar- 
ket for  DOE's  R&D  programs,  and  so  if  90  percent  of  the  market 
says,  we  don't  want  it,  we  think  we  should  be  cancelling  the  pro- 
gram. 

Also,  interestingly  enough,  DOE's  commercial  research  and  de- 
velopment program,  the  Advanced  Light  Water  Reactor  program, 
funds  research  at  General  Electric,  Westinghouse  and  at  Asea 
Brown  Boveri.  Last  week,  General  Electric  agreed  with  the  fact 
that  there  was  no  market  for  one  of  its  reactors.  In  fact,  it  stated 
that  there  was  no  world  market  for  one  of  its  small  boiling  water 
reactors,  one  of  the  programs  funded  under  this — under  this  ALWR 
program. 

The  last  point  about  the  ALWR  program  is  that  it  is  now  enter- 
ing the  sixth  year  of  what  was  supposed  to  be  a  five-year  funding 
program.  So  we  urge  that  this  not  be  continued. 

The  second  program  that  we  recommend  cutting  is  the  Nuclear 
Technology  Research  and  Development  program.  This  is  something 
that  we  think  is  just  a  thinly  veiled  program  to  continue  the  Ad- 
vanced Liquid  Metal  Reactor  program.  It  is  a  reprocessing  nuclear 
spent  fuel  reprocessing  program  that  will  generate  more  waste, 
that  will  ultimately  have  to  be  dealt  with,  and  we  think  that  the 
program  should  be  cut. 

We  are  also  particularly  concerned  that  this  program  has  now 
been  moved  out  of  the  Office  of  Nuclear  Energy  and  into  the  Envi- 
ronmental Management  program.  Funds  that  are  spent  through 
Environmental  Management  should  be  used  to  clean  up  waste  not 
to  create  more,  which  this  will  do. 

Finally,  we  agree  with  Congressman  Ensign  on  the  Yucca  Moun- 
tain program.  We  think  that  funding  for  this  program  should  be 
cut  pending  an  independent  review  of  our  nuclear  waste  policies. 
There  are  many  problems  associated  with  the  program,  and  we  rec- 
ommend that  it  be  cut. 

Next  is  fusion  energy.  I  am  a  physicist  actually  by  training.  I  be- 
lieve it  is  possible  to  generate  electricity  from  fusion  in  an  environ- 
mentally safe  manner.  I  do  not  believe  that  DOE's  fusion  energy 
program  will  accomplish  that  because  it  relies  on  radioactive  fueled 
magnetic  fusion  machines  called  "tokamaks."  Consequently,  we  rec- 
ommend scaling  back  their  reliance  on  these  "tokamaks,"  allocating 
more  of  the  funding  towards  looking  at  alternative  concepts  and 
also  spending  some  more  time  on  basic  science  questions.  I  don't 
think  that  we  should  be  going  forward  in  constructing  new 
tokamak  reactors  when  there  are  some  underlying  science  prob- 
lems that  have  yet  to  be  solved. 

We  also  recommend 

Mr.  Bevill.  Your  time  is  up.  Can  you  wrap  it  up  in  30  seconds? 

Ms.  AURILIO.  Sure.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Okay. 


1610 

Ms.  AURILIO.  The  last  program  I  was  going  to  talk  about  was  the 
National  Emissions  Facility.  According  to  DOE's  fiscal  year  1996 
budget  request,  this  will  cost  taxpayers  at  least  $4.5  billion.  We 
don't  see  any  compelling  energy  policy  reason  to  go  forward  with 
this  project. 

Thanks. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you  very  much.  Very  fine  presentation. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Aurilio  follows:] 
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Good  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee.   I  am  Anna  Aurilio, 
Staff  Scientist  for  the  U.S.  Public  Interest  Research  Group.   I  am  pleased  to  present  our 
recommendations  for  the  Department  of  Energy's  FY97  budget  request  for  programs 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee.   I  will  also 
comment  briefly  on  our  recommendations  for  Army  Corps,  of  Engineers  funding  and 
certain  proposed  irrigation  and  flood  control  projects. 

U.S.  PIRG  is  the  national  lobbying  office  of  the  state  Public  Interest  Research  Groups. 
PIRGs  are  non-profit,  non-partisan  and  work  on  enviromnental,  consumer  and  good 
government  issues  in  more  than  30  states. 

U.S.  PIRG  has  been  working  to  cut  polluter  pork  programs.  These  are  programs  which 
hurt  taxpayers  twice  -  first  by  robbing  their  paychecks,  and  second  by  threatening  their 
health  and  environment.  Two  weeks  ago,  U.S.  PIRG  and  PIRGs  around  the  country 
joined  the  Concord  Coalition  in  co-releasing  the  Green  Scissors  '96  report.  The  report, 
produced  by  Friends  of  the  Earth  which  targets  47  polluter  pork  programs  which  would 
save  taxpayers  $39  billion  if  reformed  or  terminated.  Many  of  our  recommendations  are 
included  in  the  report. 

Energy  use  and  production  is  the  largest  source  of  pollution.   Americans  overwhelmingly 
favor  spending  their  tax  dollars  on  energy  efficiency  and  renewable  energy  sources,  yet 
nuclear  energy  and  fossil  fuel  energy  research  and  development  programs  have 
historically  garnered  over  five  times  as  much  federal  support  as  energy  efficiency  and 
renewable  energy  programs.   In  fact,  a  national  poll  conducted  in  December,  1995  by  the 
Republican  pollster  Vince  Breglio  shows  that  over  71%  of  those  surveyed  opposed 
government  funding  of  a  new  generation  of  nuclear  reactors.  The  potential  purchasers  of 
the  new  nuclear  plants  are  even  opposed  to  new  nuclear  plants  with  89%  of  utility 
executives  surveyed  by  the  Washington  International  Energy  Group  agreeing  that  their 
company  would  never  consider  ordering  a  nuclear  power  plant. 

As  you  may  know,  U.S.  PIRG  has  long  worked  to  shift  energy  priorities  away  from 
polluting  energy  sources,  such  as  nuclear  and  fossil  fuels,  towards  clean  and  affordable 
energy  sources,  e  believe  that  DOE  energy  research  and  development  programs  should 
focus  on  programs  which  will  lead  to  a  clean,  affordable,  energy  future,  and  cut  those 
\yhich  waste  tax  dollars  and  damage  the  environment.   The  American  public  also  agrees. 

We  therefore  recommend  that  the  subcommittee  terminate  the  following  programs:  the 
Advanced  Light  Water  Reactor  Program  (FY96  $40  million),  the  National  Ignition 
Facility  (NIF)(FY97  expected  $191  million),  the  "pyroprocessing"  program  also  known  as 
nuclear  technology  research  and  development  (FY97  expected  at  least  $25  million),  and 
the  Yucca  Mountain  site  characterization  (FY96  $250  million).    We  also  recommend 
deep  cuts  (at  least  $44  million)  in  the  tokamak-related  fusion  energy  programs  (FY  96 
$244  million).   This  would  save  taxpayers  $550  million  in  FY97.   We  also  recommend 
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that  renewable  energy  programs  are  funded  at  the  FY95  appropriated  level  of  $388 
million.   I  will  focus  my  remarks  on  the  programs  which  we  believe  should  be  eliminated 
or  reduced. 

PROGRAMS  WHICH  HAVE  BEEN  TERMINATED  SHOULD  NOT  RECEIVE 
FUNDING 

While  we  commend  the  104th  Congress  for  terminating  the  Gas-Turbine  Modular 
Helium  Reactor  (GT-MHR),  and  cutting  the  magnetic  fusion  energy  program,  we  are 
concerned  that  several  polluter  pork  programs  under  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
subcommittee  have  escaped  the  budget  ax.   We  are  also  outraged  that  programs  which 
Congress  has  terminated,  such  as  the  GT-MHR  and  the  Advanced  Liquid  Metal  Reactor 
(ALMR)  continue  to  squander  scarce  taxpayer  dollars  on  questionable  "termination 
costs"  and  wrong-minded  "redirection"  programs  such  as  the  "pyroprocessing"  program  at 
Argonne  National  Labs.   Despite  decisive  Congressional  action  to  terminate  these 
programs,  poor  oversight  over  the  termination  process  means  that  we  could  be  paying  for 
these  so-called  "termination"  costs  for  the  rest  of  our  lives. 

POLLUTER  PORK  PROGRAMS  WHICH  SHOULD  BE  EUMINATED 

A.    NUCLEAR  ENERGY 

When  nuclear  fission  reactors  were  first  being  developed,  supporters  bragged  that  nuclear 
power  would  be  "too  cheap  to  meter."  Decades  later,  despite  enormous  taxpayer 
subsidies,  nuclear  power  has  failed  the  marketplace  test.  No  new  nuclear  power  plant 
has  been  ordered  and  built  since  1973,  and  in  a  recent  survey  of  utility  executives,  eighty- 
nine  percent  said  that  they  would  not  consider  building  a  new  nuclear  power  plant. 
We  are  now  burdened  with  the  yet-to-be-solved  problem  of  addressing  the  highly 
radioactive,  nuclear  wastes  which  result  from  nuclear  fission,  and  aging  reactors  present 
an  increasing  safety  concern.  The  nuclear  energy  industry  has  fed  long  enough  at  the 
federal  trough.  Nuclear  fission  is  uneconomic,  unsafe  and  generates  lethal  wastes.   Let 
us  look  beyond  the  almost  religious  fanaticism  of  the  handful  of  nuclear  power  promoters 
who  ignore  economic  realities.   Nuclear  power  is  a  failed  technology,  it  belongs  in  the 
past. 

1.  Advanced  Light  Water  Reactor  -  Recommendation:   Eliminate  the  program  (FY97 
expected  savings  $40  million)  This  program  represents  one  of  the  most  blatant  examples 
of  corporate  welfare,  and  continued  funding  in  FY97  will  represent  the  sixth  year  of 
funding  for  a  five  year  program. 

The  FY96  funds  will  fund  design  assistance  for  advanced  light  water  reactors  being 
developed  by  General  Electric,  Westinghouse  and  Asea  Brown  Boveri,  and  design 
certification  and  license  renewal.  There  is  no  market  in  the  U.S  for  such  reactors. 
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Indeed,  one  of  the  beneficiaries  of  the  ALWR  program  apparently  believes  there  is  no 
world  market  for  at  least  one  of  its  ALWR  designs  funded  throu^  this  program.       -^c 
General  Electric  annoimced  last  week  that  it  is  terminating  its  small  boiling  water  re^lor 
(SBWR)  because  "[e]xtensive  evaluations  of  the  market  competitiveness  of  a  600  MWe , 
size  Advanced  Light  Water  Reactor  (ALWR)  have  not  established  the  commSraal''^"'^ 
viability  of  these  designs,  particularly  in  light  of  the  increasingly  competitiv§*niSi 
electric  industry  throughout  the  world."  *'■'■     *  '  ''^^ 

Finally,  at  a  time  when  programs  such  as  environmental  protection  and  student  aid  are 

being  slashed  to  balance  the  federal  budget,  it's  outrageous  that  the  ALWR  actually  ^^' 

provides  funds  to  industry  to  pay  the  fees  of  another  government  agenCT^ 

the  Clinton  Administration  cannot  be  serious  about  deficit  rediicti(^'inl 

promote  this  handout  to  Westinghouse  Electric  with  reported  sal^  of  $8.1 

1994  and  General  Electric  with  reported  sales  of  $60.6  billion  that  year.  -        -.^i. 

2.  Nuclear  Technology  Reseaidi  and  Development  -  Recommendation:  tei'ii±ia^ 
activities  associated  with  reprocessing  or  pyroprocessing  spent  fuel  (FY97  Savings  -  at 
least  $25  million  based  on  FY96  funding).    According  to  DOE,  this  program  is  being 
created  to  cover  the  "redirection  of  valuable  intellectual  and  physical  resources  at 
Argonne  National  Laboratory..."  as  a  result  of  the  shutdown  of  the  nuclear  breeder 
reactor  program  known  as  the  Advanced  Liquid  Metal  Reactor  (ALMR). 

U.S.  PIRG  and  other  environmental,  taxpayer  and  arms  control  groups  worked  hard  for 
the  termination  of  the  ALMR  for  cost,  proliferation  and  environmental  reasons.  The 
recent  sodium  coolant  accident  at  the  Monju  breeder  reactor  facility  in  Japan, 
underscores  the  safety  risks  associated  with  breeder  reactor  technology.  We  are 
extremely  concerned  that  this  new  "Nuclear  Technology  Research  and  Development" 
program  represents  nothing  more  than  a  continuation  of  the  fuel  reprocessing  activities 
supported  by  the  ALMR  program.  The  House  consistently  voted  to  terminate  the 
ALMR  in  the  103rd  Congress,  an  action  which  will  ultimately  save  taxpayers  $3  billion, 
and  help  prevent  the  spread  of  nuclear  weapons. 

Continued  support  for  the  reprocessing,  pyroprocessing  or  electrometallurgical  portions 
of  the  new  Nuclear  Technology  Research  and  Development  program  keeps  alive  a  key 
ALMR  technology  which  should  be  terminated. 

We  are  particularly  concerned  that  this  program  has  now  been  moved  to  the 
Environmental  Management  section  of  the  DOE  budget.  This  money  should  be  used  for 
the  clean  up  of  wastes  from  activities  such  as  reprocessing,  not  the  creation  of  more 
wastes  through  reprocessing. 

3.  Nuclear  Waste  -  Recommendation:  terminate  Yucca  Mountain  site  characterization 
pending  an  independent  review  of  the  program.  (FY96  Savings  $250  million)   This 
program  funds  site  characterization  of  the  Yucca  Mountain,  Nevada  site  to  see  if  it  is 
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This  program  has  been  replete  with  cost  and  schedule  overruns.  The  General 
Accounting  Office  found  that  only  22  percent  of  the  Yucca  Mountain  budget  has  been 
spent  on  actual  site  investigation.   What  has  been  found  so  far  does  not  instill  confidence 
that  highly  radioactive,  lethal  wastes  will  remain  isolated  for  over  10,000  years.  The  area 
is  riddled  with  earthquake  faults  and  was  recently  jolted  by  a  magnitude  5.6  earthquake. 
Last  year,  Congress  significantly  cut  funding  for  this  program,  this  trend  should  continue. 

Unfortunately,  nuclear  waste  is  here  to  stay.  The  nearly  30,000  metric  tons  of  highly 
radioactive  spent  fuel  fi'om  commercial  reactors  will  remain  dangerous  to  living  things  for 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  years.  Throwing  more  money  at  this  problem  will  not  make  it 
go  away. 

Both  the  General  Accounting  Office  and  the  Nuclear  Waste  Technical  Review  Board 
have  recommended  an  independent  review  of  our  nation's  radioactive  waste  policies.   14 
Senators,  26  member  of  Congress,  and  173  lociil  and  national  environmental,  consumer, 
religious,  and  other  organizations  have  called  for  the  formation  of  an  independent 
commission. 

B.  FUSION  ENERGY 

While  it  may  be  possible  to  generate  fusion  energy  in  an  environmentally  benign  manner, 
DOE's  current  civilian  fusion  energy  program  focuses  on  a  technology,  known  as 
"tokamak"  which  will  generate  large  quantities  of  radioactive  waste.   DOE's  defense- 
related  fusion  program  raises  proliferation  concerns  and  may  not  be  suitable  for  civilian 
energy  production. 

Enormous  scientific  and  engineering  problems  associated  with  achieving  and  sustaining 
the  conditions  necessary  for  fusion  energy  are  far  from  being  solved.   Over  the  last  40 
years,  U.S.  taxpayers  have  paid  more  than  $9  billion  for  research  on  fusion  energy,  yet 
none  of  the  research  efforts  has  achieved  "break-even",  the  point  at  which  the  fusion 
reaction  generates  the  same  amount  of  energy  as  is  put  in.   Of  course,  to  produce 
commercial  power,  a  fusion  reactor  has  to  generate  more  energy  than  is  put  in,  and  there 
is  no  guarantee  that  this  will  happen  in  our  lifetimes.   Yet  in  these  tight  budget  times, 
DOE  is  planning  to  begin  design  and  construction  work  on  a  new  fusion  reactor  here  in 
the  U.S.,  and  continue  funding  three  existing  reactors,  none  of  which  will  generate  clean, 
affordable  energy. 

1.  Tokamak  Related  Fusion  Programs  -  Recommendation:  Dramatically  scale  back 
funding  for  tokamak-related  fusion  energy  programs,  including:   termination  of  the 
Tokamak  Fusion  Test  Reactor  (TFTR),  begin  phase-out  of  taxpayer  funding  for  the  D- 
III-D  reactor  at  General  Atomics,  begin  phase-out  of  participation  from  the  International 
Thermonuclear  Reactor  (ITER)  project  unless  the  emphasis  is  switched  to  basic  research. 
Overall  FY97  funding  should  not  exceed  $200  million,  and  at  least  10%  of  the  budget 
should  be  allocated  to  basic  plasma  physics  and  another  10%  for  alternative  concepts  and 
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fuels. 

Tokamak  technology  generates  radioactive  waste  and  is  uneconomic.   According  to  Dr. 
Robert  Hirsch  of  the  Electric  Power  Research  Institute  (EPRI)  these  reactors  would 
produce  more  radioactive  waste  than  an  Advanced  Light  Water  Reactor.  Dr.  John 
Holdren  of  the  University  of  California  at  Berkeley  estimates  that  total  lifetime 
radioactive  waste  volumes  from  fusion  reactors  will  be  "..about  the  same  as  those  from 
advanced  (breeder)  fission  reactors.."  but  notes  that  the  fusion  reactor  wastes  will  by 
"...from  300  to  300,000  times  less  hazardous  than  fission-reactor  wastes  (the  range 
depending  on  fusion-reactor  materials  choice  and  other  design  characteristics)."    Of 
course,  fission  reactor  wastes  are  hazardous  for  at  least  240,000  years. 

While  tokamak  technology  may  be  somewhat  less  hazardous  than  fission  reactor  wastes, 
the  price  tag  for  tokamaks  may  be  lethal.  By  many  estimates,  tokamak  fusion  energy  will 
be  more  expensive  than  nuclear  fission,  which  has  already  feiiled  the  marketplace  test!  A 
recent  study  by  researchers  at  Los  Alamos  National  Laboratories  states  that  tokamak 
reactors  "would  not  be  competitive  with  respect  to  present  projections  for  Advanced 
Light  Water  (fission)  Reactors."   Scientists  from  Lawrence  Livermore  National 
Laboratories  have  reported  that  "...  there  is  a  growing  realization  that  our  present, 
conventional  approaches  will  not  lead  to  attractive  commercial  reactor  products  able  to 
compete  in  the  energy  marketplace  of  the  21st  century.."   Dr.  Robert  Hirsch  of  the 
Electric  Power  Research  Institute  (EPRI)  testified  that  the  "best  DT  [deuterium-tritium] 
tokamak  designs  appear  to  be  less  attractive  than  the  Advanced  Light  Water  fission 
reactor..".   Finally,  a  1991  Department  of  Energy  internal  policy  study  of  23  future  energy 
supplies  ranked  fusion  22nd  on  the  basis  of  feasibility,  market  and  technical  risk,  and 
environmental  and  cost  issues. 

4.  National  Igm'tion  Facility  -  Recommendation:   Eliminate  program  (FY97  Savings 
Estimate  -  $191  million).   According  to  DOE's  FY96  budget  request,  the  total  cost  of  the 
proposed  National  Ignition  Facility  will  be  at  least  $4.5  billion.   This  project  is  primarily 
a  "make-work"  project  for  weapons  scientists,  but  proponents  also  claim  that  this  laser 
fusion  facility  will  help  develop  civilian  fusion  energy  technologies.     U.S.  PIRG  believes 
that  this  technology  is  very  unlikely  to  lead  to  a  civilian  energy  source,  and  the  use  of 
radioactive  fuels  raises  environmental  concerns. 

OTHER  POLLUTER  PORK  PROJECTS  UNDER  THE  JURISDICTION  OF  THE 
COMMITTEE 

U.S.  PIRG  supports  the  following  reforms  and  cuts  in  funding  for  water-related  projects: 
reconfigure  or  cancel  the  Animas  La  Plata  Water  Project;  deny  any  funding  for  the 
Auburn  Dam:  cut  funding  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  flood  control  construction 
budget  and  reduce  standard  federal  cost-share  for  flood  control  projects  from  the  current 
75  percent  to  50  percent  or  less. 


1617 

Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
PACKERY  CHANNEL  PROJECT 

WITNESS 
OSCAR  ORTIZ,  COUNTY  COMMISSIONER,  NUECES  COUNTY,  TEXAS 

Mr.  Bevill.  Next  we  will  hear  from  Mr.  Oscar  Ortiz.  I  believe 
you  are  the  brother  of  one  of  our  distinguished  colleagues. 

Mr.  Ortiz.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  are  pleased  to  have  you  with  us.  Your  brother 
does  a  great  job  and  is  great  to  work  with.  And  so  you  may  proceed 
as  you  wish. 

Mr.  Ortiz.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  Oscar  Ortiz,  County 
Commissioner  for  Nueces  County,  Texas.  I  would  like  to  thank  you 
for  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  to  present  my  testimony 
concerning  the  public  policy  arguments  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers to  assist  with  the  construction,  dredging  and  subsequent 
maintenance  of  Packery  Channel. 

This  project  is  in  my  brother's  congressional  district.  He  is  sorry 
that  he  could  not  be  here  to  introduce  me.  The  First  Lady  is  visit- 
ing some  schools  in  Nueces  County  today,  and  he  was  asked  to  ac- 
company Mrs.  Clinton  on  her  visit. 

Nueces  County — I  would  like  to  include  a  statement  from  Con- 
gressman Ortiz  with  my  comments. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Yes.  That  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record,  without 
any  objection. 

Mr.  Ortiz.  We  in  Nueces  County  do  not  have  the  resources  lo- 
cally to  provide  all  of  the  necessary  infrastructure  elements  to 
serve  the  national  needs  that  have  emerged  with  Nueces  County's 
new  role.  We  are  able  to  accommodate  most  of  the  needs  that  have 
accompanied  the  growth,  but  we  do  not  possess  the  base  that  would 
allow  the  region  to  meet  the  demands  based  upon  our  infrastruc- 
ture. 

The  regional  economy  involves  not  only  land-based  transpor- 
tation and  traffic  considerations,  but  also  water-based  transpor- 
tation, commerce  and  safety  concerns.  The  growth  of  Department 
of  Navy  installations  and  the  need  of  the  area  Coast  Guard  facili- 
ties in  meeting  their  missions  and  objectives  have  placed  additional 
requirements  upon  our  region.  All  of  the  above  brings  us  to  the 
public  policy  conclusion  that  Packery  Channel  should  be  opened  to 
assist  the  county  in  meeting  the  added  civilian  and  national  secu- 
rity needs  facing  our  Nation. 

A  number  of  factors  have  caused  Nueces  County  to  reevaluate 
the  opening  of  Packery  Channel.  The  increased  population,  coupled 
with  the  economic  and  social  growth  of  the  area,  has  placed  the 
opening  of  Packery  Channel  in  a  new  light.  Recent  Federal  elec- 
tions in  the  region  along  the  Gulf  intracoastal  water  way  have  in- 
troduced considerations  of  public  safety,  energy  consciousness  and 
natural  resource  conservation. 

We  met  last  week  with  local  officials  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers. We  are  pleased  with  the  open  and  informative  nature  the 
Corps  displayed  in  providing  views  and  advice  on  the  logistics  and 
technical  aspects  of  dredging  Packery  Channel  and  the  subsequent 
maintenance  that  would  be  necessary  to  sustain  the  viability  of  the 
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channel.  The  Corps  officials  were  knowledgeable  and  well  mformed 
as  to  the  issues  directly  pertaining  to  Packery  Channel  and  the  rel- 
ative time  and  cost  requirements  that  would  be  involved. 

Corps  of  Engineers  officials  indicated  that  the  opening  of  Packery 
Channel  does  not  represent  a  difficult  or  taxing  task  in  their  scope 
of  work  for  the  region.  They  further  indicated  that  the  project  was 
comparatively  modest  by  the  types  of  projects  they  had  undertaken 
in  the  past.  Corps  officials  offered  the  view  that  Packery  Channel's 
specific  requirements  represented  a  relatively  straightforward  and 
easily  accomplishable  mission,  should  they  be  directed  by  the  Con- 
gress to  accomplish  such  a  mission. 

We  ask  that  this  committee  in  its  deliberations  on  the  fiscal  year 
1997  appropriations  bill  designate  Packery  Channel  as  a  priority 
for  the  Galveston  District  office  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

In  the  meeting  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  we  were  able  to  ar- 
ticulate the  public  policy  reasons  we  perceive  to  be  relevant  to  a 
Federal  responsibility  for  the  dredging  and  maintenance  of  Packery 
Channel.  The  factors  are  based  upon  national  benefit  to  be  derived 
through  the  public  safety,  environmental  and  economic  aspects.  We 
feel  fully  justified  in  making  the  case  for  Federal  involvement  in 
this  project.  In  addition  to  national  security  and  public  safety  con- 
siderations that  would  be  enhanced  by  the  opening  of  Packery 
Channel  and  aid  the  Department  of  the  Navy  and  the  Coast  Guard 
in  carrying  out  their  missions  more  efficiently  and  effectively,  the 
environmental  and  economic  considerations  would  result  in  na- 
tional benefits. 

We  respectfully  request  that  the  subcommittee  recognize  the 
merits  of  this  case  and  designate  the  opening  of  Packery  Channel 
as  a  national  priority  for  the  fiscal  year  1997  Energy  and  Water 
Appropriations  bill.  We  respectfully  request  that  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers be  directed  to  conduct  this  construction  and  dredging  oper- 
ation. 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  this  tes- 
timony, and  we  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions  you 
might  have  regarding  the  specifics  of  our  request. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  made  a  very  fine  statement  and  we  appreciate 
it.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Ortiz.  Thank  you,  sir. 

[The  statements  of  Mr.  Oscar  Ortiz  and  the  Honorable  Solomon 
Ortiz  follow:] 
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Oral  Testimony  of 

Representative  Solomon  P.  Ortiz 

before 

the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

March  5,  1996 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you 
for  your  past  support  for  South  Texas  and  for  allowing  me  this 
opportunity  to  support  issues  that  are  important  to  my  District 
and  the  nation. 

First,  I  would  like  to  briefly  mention  the  Raymondville  Drain 
Flood  Control  project. 

On  November  17,  1995,  Willacy  County,  located  within  my 
Congressional  District,  received  between  5  and  12  inches  of 
rain  which  caused  flooding  throughout  the  area. 

The  entire  community  of  Raymondville  was  disrupted,  and  the 
Red  Cross  and  State  Guard  were  activated  to  assist  with  the 
situation. 

The  Raymondville  Drain  Flood  Control  project  will  remedy 
this  situation. 

Funding  for  this  project  has  already  been  authorized  as  part  of 
the  Lower  Rio  Grande  Basin  Flood  Control  project  in  the 
Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986  (PL  99-662). 
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I  Strongly  support  this  project  and  am  asking  for  $  5.0  million 
to  be  appropriated  for  completion  of  a  comprehensive  study  of 
the  project  and  development  of  project  plans  and 
specifications. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  happy  to  introduce  my  brother,  Mr. 
Oscar  Ortiz,  County  Commissioner  of  Nueces  County. 

He  is  here  to  offer  testimony  in  support  of  the  Packery 
Channel  project  proposed  for  the  Corpus  Christi  area.  This 
project  will  benefit  Nueces  County  by  enhancing  public 
safety,  energy  conservation,  natural  resources  conservation, 
and  defense  efficiency. 

I  strongly  support  this  project  and  respectfully  ask  for 
Subcommittee  support  in  designating  this  channel  as  a 
national  priority  in  the  FY  1997  Energy  and  Water 
Appropriations  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  submit  an  extension  of  remarks 
regarding  my  support  of  these  projects. 

Thank  you. 


Page  2  of 2 
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STATEMENT  OF 

OSCAR  ORTIZ 

COUNTY  COMMISSIONER 
NUECES  COUNTY,  TEXAS 

FOR  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

OF  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  5,  1996 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee,  I  am  Oscar  Ortiz,  County 
Commissioner  of  Nueces  County,  Texas.   Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you 
to  present  my  testimony  concerning  the  public  policy  arguments  for  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  assist  with  the  construction,  dredging  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  Packery 
Channel. 

This  project  is  in  my  brother's  Congressional  District.    He  is  sorry  he  could  not  be 
here  to  introduce  me,  but  the  First  Lady  is  visiting  some  schools  in  Nueces  Coimty  today  and 
he  was  asked  to  accompany  Mrs.  Clinton  in  her  visit. 

Nueces  County  is  located  in  South  Texas  on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  surrounds  the 
City  of  Corpus  Christi. 

The  area  at  one  time  represented  a  more  sedate  and  quiet  pace  of  life.    With  the 
passage  of  NAFTA  and  economic,  educational  and  cultural  growth  and  development  of  the 
region,  Nueces  County  and  the  surrounding  region  have  undergone  a  significant 
transformation.    Our  regional  community  has  been  catapulted  into  playing  a  role  in  servicing 
not  only  our  own  citizenry,  but  also  the  increased  traffic  through  our  area  as  surrounding 
cities  and  counties  are  experiencing  similar  expansion. 

We  do  not  have  the  resources  locally  to  provide  all  of  the  necessary  infrastructure 
elements  to  serve  the  national  needs  that  have  emerged  with  Nueces  County's  new  role.    We 
are  able  to  accommodate  most  of  the  needs  that  have  accompanied  the  growth,  but  we  do  not 
possess  the  base  that  would  allow  the  region  to  meet  the  demands  placed  upon  our 
infrastructure.    The  regional  economy  involves  not  only  land-based  transportation  and  traffic 
considerations,  but  also  water-based  transportation,  commerce  and  safety  concerns.    The 
growth  of  Department  of  the  Navy  installations  and  the  needs  of  the  area  Coast  Guard 
facilities  in  meeting  their  missions  and  objectives  have  placed  additional  requirements  upon 
our  region. 
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Statement  of  Oscar  Ortiz 
Page  2 


All  of  the  above  brings  us  to  the  public  policy  conclusion  that  Packery  Channel  should 
be  opened  to  assist  the  County  in  meeting  the  added  civilian  and  national  security  needs 
facing  our  region. 

Packery  Channel  is  currently  filled  in  by  sand.   At  the  turn  of  the  century  it  was  an 
open  and  viable  waterway  to  the  Gulf   The  opening  of  a  Federal  ship  channel  to  the  Gulf 
some  20  miles  north  of  Packery  Channel  changed  the  natural  energy  flow-and  water  exchange 
patterns  along  the  coastline,  causing  Packery  Channel  to  eventually  close. 

Several  local  initiatives  over  the  past  three  decades  to  reopen  Packery  Channel  never 
gained  sufficient  momentum  due  to  lack  of  funding,  focus  or  unity  within  the  community. 

Environmental  concerns  within  our  bay  system  including  poor  circulation,  inadequate 
water  exchange,  presence  of  hypersaline  conditions  and  the  recent  proliferation  of  brown  tide 
have  also  added  to  this  new  interest  in  reopening  Packery  Channel. 

A  number  of  factors  have  caused  Nueces  County  to  reevaluate  the  opening  of  Packery 
Channel.  The  increased  population,  coupled  with  the  economic  and  social  growth  of  the  area, 
has  placed  the  opening  of  Packery  Charmel  in  a  new  light. 

Recent  Federal  actions  in  the  region  along  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  have 
introduced  considerations  of  public  safety,  energy  consciousness  and  natural  resource 
conservation. 

The  County  has  commissioned  a  comprehensive  feasibility  study  to  evaluate  the  costs, 
benefits  and  impacts  of  opening  Packery  Channel.   The  study  will  be  focused  upon  the  future, 
but  also  consider  all  of  the  previous  work  and  analyses  related  to  efforts  to  reopen  Packery 
Channel.    We  had  hoped  to  come  to  you  with  a  completed  analysis,  but  your  hearing  schedule 
for  outside  witnesses  occurred  earlier  this  year  than  in  previous  years  due  to  the  timing 
nuances  of  the  FY  1 997  Budget  details  to  be  submitted  by  the  President  to  the  Congress  on 
March  18. 

Public  workshops  and  public  hearings  have  been  held  on  Packery  Channel  in  Nueces 
County. 

Widespread  support  and  minor  but  legitimate  environmental  concerns  were  expressed 
in  these  meetings.    The  environmental  assessment  conducted  for  this  project  found  that  the 
environmental  benefits  to  be  gained  by  reopening  the  natural  pass  at  Packery  Channel  are 
significant.   (We  are  seeking  ways  to  mitigate  any  negative  environmental  aspect  of  reopening 
Packery  Channel.)     We  are  confident  that  we  can  accomplish  this  and  that  the  environmental 
community  will  support  the  project. 


1623 


Statement  of  Oscar  Ortiz 
Page  3 


We  do  not  need  to  talk  about  a  poll.    We  have  had  numerous  public  meetings  that 
have  resulted  in  widespread  support. 

We  met  last  week  with  local  and  District  officials  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 
We  were  pleased  with  the  open  and  informative  nature  the  Corps  displayed  in  providing  views 
and  advice  on  the  logistics  and  technical  aspects  of  dredging  Packery  Channel  and  the 
subsequent  maintenance  that  would  be  necessary  to  sustain  the  viability  of  the  Channel.    The 
Corps  officials  were  knowledgeable  and  well  informed  as  to  the  issues  directly  pertaining  to 
Packery  Channel  and  the  relative  time  and  cost  requirements  that  would  be  involved. 

Corps  of  Engineers  officials  indicated  that  the  opening  of  Packery  Channel  does  not 
represent  a  difficult  nor  taxing  task  in  their  scope  of  work  for  the  region.    They  further 
indicated  that  the  project  was  comparatively  modest  by  the  types  of  projects  they  had 
undertaken  in  the  past.   Corps  officials  offered  the  view  that  Packery  Channel's  specific 
requirements  represented  a  relatively  straightforward  and  easily  accomplishable  mission, 
should  they  be  directed  by  the  Congress  to  accomplish  such  a  mission. 

We  believe  we  can  make  the  case  that  the  Congress  would  be  acting  in  the  national 
interest  in  directing  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  open  and  maintain  Packery  Channel  as  a  viable 
navigable  waterway.   The  national  interests  served  would  be  in  the  areas  of  environmental  and 
economic  benefits  in  the  civilian  sector,  as  well  as  the  needs  of  the  Navy  in  the  defense 
sector.    Public  safety  through  enhanced  Coast  Guard  access  would  also  be  achieved. 

We  ask  that  this  Subcommittee  in  its  deliberations  on  the  Fiscal  Year  1997 
Appropriations  Bill  designate  Packery  Channel  as  a  priority  for  the  Galveston  district  office  of 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

In  the  meeting  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  we  were  able  to  articulate  the  public 
policy  reasons  we  perceive  to  be  relevant  to  a  Federal  responsibility  for  the  dredging  and 
maintenance  of  Packery  Channel:    The  factors  are  based  upon  national  benefit  to  be  derived 
through  public  safety,  environmental  and  economic  aspects.    I  will  address  each  one  in 
summary  fashion. 

( 1 )  Public  Safety:  With  the  opening  of  Packery  Channel,  the  Coast  Guard  would  be  able 
to  reach  portions  of  the  local  coastline  and  beaches  in  one  hour  less  time  than  current 
water  access  permits.  This  one  hour  reduction  in  access  time  could  be  the  difference 
between  life  and  death  in  instances  of  rescue  operations,  and  certainly  would  provide 
greater  safety  limits  for  search  and  rescue  missions. 
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(2)  Environmental:    The  reopening  of  Packery  Channel  would  partially  restore  the  natural 
flow  and  exchange  of  waters  between  the  Gulf  and  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  and 
other  inland  waters.    The  balance  in  this  sector  of  the  biological  ecosystem  will  be 
restored  to  something  closer  to  its  original  state.    The  project  will  help  to  alleviate  the 
periodic  hypersaline  conditions  of  the  Upper  Laguna  Madre,  thereby  enhancing  the 
aquatic  habitat.    This  in  turn  should  improve  the  fish  population  and  mosaic  fisheries 
opportunities. 

(3)  Economic:    The  opening  of  Packery  Channel  will  produce  several  economic  benefits  to 
the  area.    It  will  enhance  access  and  traffic  to  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway.    It  will 
permit  shrimp  boats  to  operate  with  additional  range  and  efficiency.    Packery  Channel 
will  provide  access  for  significant  tonnage  on  additional  charter  and  commercial 
fishing  traffic,  thereby  enhancing  the  regional  economy.    In  addition  reopening 
Packery  Channel  is  a  key  component  for  the  future  economic  growth  of  the  region. 

An  economic  impact  study  found  that  reopening  the  pass  would  have  a  direct  and 
indirect  financial  and  economic  benefit  in  excess  of 
$500  million  over  20  years. 

(4)  Department  of  Defense:    In  addition,  the  Department  of  the  Navy  has  just  announced 
the  location  of  the  Navy  Mine  Warfare  Center  "Beach  Front  Operations  Facility," 
within  eight  miles  of  the  proposed  Packery  Channel.   Gulf  access  to  this  facility  by 
training,  support  and  related  vessels  would  support  the  Department  of  Defense/Navy 
mission  significantly.   The  Packery  Channel  access  would  also  contribute  to  energy 
savings  and  increased  efficiency  through  easier  and  quicker  access  to  Gulf  waters  and 
the  IntraCoastal  Waterway. 

The  analyses  required  for  a  successful  project  are  well  underway.  The  required  Corps 
of  Engineers  permits  have  been  approved.  The  Environmental  Assessment  conducted  during 
the  permitting  process  is  deemed  adequate  for  proceeding  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

We  feel  fully  justified  in  making  the  case  for  Federal  involvement  in  this  project.    In 
addition  to  national  security  and  public  safety  considerations  that  would  be  enhanced  by  the 
opening  of  Packery  Channel,  and  aid  the  Department  of  the  Navy  and  the  Coast  Guard  in 
carrying  out  their  missions  more  efficiently  and  effectively,  the  environmental  and  economic 
considerations  would  result  in  national  benefits. 

We  respectfully  request  that  the  Subcommittee  recognize  the  merits  of  this  case  and 
designate  the  opening  of  Packery  Channel  as  a  national  priority  in  the  FY  1 997  Energy  and 
Water  Appropriations  Bill.    We  respectfully  request  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  be  directed  to 
conduct  this  construction  and  dredging  operation. 


1625 


Statement  of  Oscar  Ortiz 
Page  5 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  this  testimony. 

We  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions  you  might  have  regarding  the  specifics 
of  our  request. 
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Testimony  of 

Representative  Solomon  P.  Ortiz 

before 

the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

House  Appropriations  Committee 

March  5, 1996 

Mr.  Chainnan  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for  allowing 
me  this  opportunity  to  lend  strong  support  to  issues  that  are  of  great  importance 
to  the  27th  Congressional  District  of  Texas.  This  distinguished  Subcommittee 
knows  that  the  resource  requirements  of  my  Congressional  District  are  among  my 
highest  priority  every  year,  and  on  behalf  of  my  constituents  and  myself,  I  would 
like  to  express  my  gratitude  for  the  support  this  Subcommittee  has  given  in  the 
past  to  allow  us  to  meet  many  of  our  objectives. 

Packerv  Channel 

Corpus  Christi,  Texas,  located  in  Nueces  County,  is  the  commercial  center 
of  Southwest  Texas.  It  is  the  site  of  several  mihtary  facilities  including  the  Naval 
Mine  Warfare  Command  and  is  home  of  the  nation's  sixth  largest  port,  based  on 
tonnage,  which  acconmiodates  cargo  trafiBc  from  Asia,  Europe,  Africa,  South 
America,  and  Mexico.  Water  transportation  is  just  one  aspect  of  Corpus  Christi's 
intennodal  transportation  connections  which  have  made  this  area  one  of  the 
fastest  growing  regions  in  the  country  since  the  passage  of  NAFTA.  Increased 
trade  and  traffic  through  Nueces  County  has  and  will  continue  to  challenge  the 
area  to  keep  up  with  the  civilian  and  national  security  demands  placed  on  its 
infrastructure. 

These  recent  developments  in  the  Corpus  Christi  area,  including 
population  increase,  economic  and  social  growth,  and  Federal  action,  have 
revived  consideration  of  reopening  Packery  Channel.  Currently,  this  channel  is 
sanded  -up  and  closed  to  water  traffic.  This  is  because  of  the  change  in  flow 
characteristics  resulting  from  the  opening  of  the  Corpus  Christi  ship  channel 
around  the  turn  of  the  century.  Prior  to  that  time,  Packery  Channel  was  a  viable 
waterway  open  between  the  Intracoastal  Waterway  and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  I  strongly  support  this  project  which  will  benefit  Nueces 
County  by  enhancing  public  safety,  energy  conservation,  natural  resources 
conservation,  and  defense  efficiency.  I  respectfiiUy  request  the  Subconmiittee  to 
designate  Packery  Channel  as  a  national  priority  in  the  FY  1997  Energy  and 
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Water  Appropriations  bill  and  to  direct  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  conduct 
the  construction,  dredging,  and  maintenance  of  the  channel. 

I  appreciate  Mr.  Oscar  Ortiz,  County  Commissioner  of  Nueces  County  and 
my  brother,  testifying  to  the  Subcommittee  on  behalf  of  this  project.  His 
i    participation  is  an  indication  of  the  importance  of  this  project  and  the 
community's  support  for  its  completion. 


Ravmondville  Drain  Flood  Control  project 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  November  17,  1995,  Willacy  County,  located  within  my 
Congressional  District,  received  between  5  and  12  inches  of  rain.  This  incident 
caused  widespread  flooding  throughout  the  county  and  had  an  especially  severe 
impact  on  the  town  of  Raymond ville.  The  entire  community  was  disrupted  as  the 
local  schools  and  Central  Business  District  were  closed.  The  Red  Cross  and 
State  Guard  were  activated  to  assist  flood  victims  and  to  aid  the  Raymondville 
Pohce  Department  with  trafiSc  control  and  other  law  enforcement  needs.  In 
terms  of  physical  damage,  667  structures  in  the  town  were  damaged. 

Although  Willacy  County  completed  drainage  improvements  which 
brought  short-term  rehef  to  the  flooding  problem,  it  is  still  possible  for  this  type 
of  inundation  to  occur  again.  The  Raymondville  Drain  Flood  Control  project  is  a 
long-term  solution  to  this  problem.  This  project  was  one  of  three  projects  in  the 
Lower  Rio  Grande  Basin  Flood  Control  project  authorized  by  the  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  of  1986.  It  is  also  the  only  project  of  the  three  that 
has  not  been  funded. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  area  of  my  Congressional  District  has  a  very  low  tax 
base.    In  order  for  the  citizens  in  this  area  to  have  long  term  relief  from  this 
problem,  we  need  the  Federal  government's  cooperation  and  support.  For  this 
reason,  I  am  requesting  $5.0  million  to  update  the  Feasibihty  Report  completed 
prior  to  authorization  and  to  develop  plans  and  specifications  for  the  project. 
Although  you  are,  as  always,  under  tight  budgetary  constraints,  I  hope  you  will 
take  into  account  the  needs  of  my  constituents  as  the  Subcommittee  deliberates 
the  FY  1997  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for  your 
consideration  of  these  important  projects  and  for  the  opportunity  to  support  them 
with  testimony. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996.  . 
CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  AND  DOE  PROGRAMS 

WITNESSES 

DR  THOMAS  WATTE,  UNIVERSITY  OF  MIAMI 
DR  MARK  A.  HARWELL,  UNIVERSITY  OF  MIAMI 

Mr.  Bevill,  Now,  we  have — Congresswoman  Meek  is,  I  under- 
stand, on  her  way.  Are  any  of  you  with — testifying  with  her? 

I  guess  we  ought  to  go  ahead.  Some  time  ago  she  was  on  her 
way,  but  I  beUeve  she  has  gotten  delayed;  we  will  go  ahead.  I  am 
sure  she  will  be  talking  to  us,  even  if  she — even  if  she  doesn't  make 
it. 

You  know,  she  served  with  distinction  on  this  panel,  and  she  will 
be  back  on  it  one  of  these  days.  She  did  a  great  job.  But  I  am  sure 
she  would  prefer  that  we  go  right  ahead  and  listen  to  you.  So  you 
may  proceed  as  you  wish,  and  your  statements  will  be  made  a  part 
of  the  record. 

[The  statement  of  Mrs.  Meek  follows:] 
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U.S.  REP.  CARRIE  P.  MEEK 

before  the 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

March  5,  1996 


Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today. 

It  is  my  great  pleasure  to  introduce  to  you  two  distinguished  researchers  who 
are  making  outstanding  contributions  to  science  and  human  knowledge,  whose 
research  also  has  tremendous  practical  value. 

Dr.  Mark  Harwell  is  appearing  today  in  the  place  of  Dr.  Otis  Brown,  the  Dean 
of  the  University  of  Miami's  Rosensteil  School  of  Marine  and  Atmospheric  Science, 
who  was  called  away  unexpectedly. 

Dr.  Harwell  is  Director  of  the  Center  for  Marine  and  Environmental  Analyses  at 
the  Rosensteil  School,  one  of  the  world  leaders  in  environmental  research.  He  will 
explain  the  Aquatic  Plant  Research  program  at  the  Rosensteil  Center,  which  is 
developing  new  way  to  protect  the  endangered  Everglades  and  other  sensitive  coastal 
aquatic  ecosystems. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  introduce  Dr.  Thomas  Waite,  Professor  and  Associate  Dean 
of  the  University  of  Miami's  College  of  Engineering,  who  will  discuss  the  Electron  Bean 
Sterilization  Project.  The  University  of  Miami  has  developed  a  process  for  treating 
wastewater  utilizing  electron  beams.  This  effective  and  relatively  inexpensive 
technology  is  capable  of  disinfecting  medical  waste  prior  to  its  disposal  in  landfills. 
This  use  is  being  perfected  at  Jackson  Memorial  Hospital,  one  of  the  nation's  premier 
public  teaching  hospitals. 
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Both  the  Aquatic  Plant  Research  program  and  the  Electron  Beam  Sterilization 
program  enjoy  a  broad  base  of  support  from  the  sponsoring  agencies;  from  the 
scientific  community;  from  Florida  Congressional  delegation;  from  the  State  of  Florida, 
and,  perhaps  most  important,  from  this  Committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  urge  the  committee  to  continue  funding  for  these 
important  programs,  and  I  commend  these  two  very  distinguished  researchers  to  your 
attention. 
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Mr.  Harwell.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

My  name  is  Mark  Harwell.  I  am  from  the  Rosenstiel  School  of 
Marine  and  Atmospheric  Science  at  the  University  of  Miami,  and 
this  is  Professor  Tom  Waite,  also  from  the  University  of  Miami. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  to  you  today 
and  submit  written  testimony  for  the  record.  I  particularly  want  to 
take  the  opportunity  to  thank  the  subcommittee  for  previous  rec- 
ommendations in  support  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  research 
at  the  University  of  Miami. 

The  University  of  Miami's  Center  for  Marine  and  Environmental 
Analyses  at  the  Rosenstiel  School  of  Marine  and  Atmospheric 
Science  is  conducting  research  under  contract  with  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  Waterways  Experiment  Station  at  Vicksburg,  Mis- 
sissippi, and  in  support  of  the  Ecosystem  Restoration  activities  of 
the  Jacksonville,  Florida  office  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  center  at  Rosenstiel  School,  which  I  direct,  has  particular 
focus  on  ecological  risk  assessment  and  ecosystem  management,  ec- 
ological modeling  at  community  ecosystem  and  landscape  levels; 
development  of  microcosms  and  ecosystems  for  experimental  stud- 
ies on  sea  growth  and  coral  reefs  and  other  systems  of  the  coastal 
waters  of  South  Florida  and  the  ecology  of  the  South  Florida  re- 
gion, including  the  terrestrial  environment  and  human  activities  in 
the  region. 

This  research  capacity,  in  cooperation  with  a  number  of  other 
universities,  particularly  several  minority  institutions  in  the  re- 
gion, is  being  brought  to  bear  on  several  environmental  issues  of 
concern  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  As  you  know,  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  is  engaged  in  a  substantial  project  to  restructure  the 
water  drainage  flood  control  and  water  supply  system  for  all  of  the 
South  Florida  regional  environment. 

The  current  threats  to  the  Everglades  ecosystem  and  to  Florida 
and  Biscayne  Bays,  particularly  the  water  needs  of  the  rapidly 
growing  human  population  of  South  Florida,  require  fundamental 
changes  in  how  water  is  stored  and  delivered  thuroughout  the  sys- 
tem. 

Traditionally,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  primary  responsibility 
for  freshwater  systems,  but  because  in  South  Florida  the  fresh- 
water systems  are  so  closely  tied  to  the  coastal  environment,  the 
Corps  is  now  conducting  studies  to  look  at  the  coastal  marine  im- 
pacts from  changes  in  the  freshwater  delivery  system  in  the  region. 

The  University  of  Miami's  Marine  School  is  involved  in  a  project 
with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  do  research  on  these  coastal  system 
impacts.  This  research  complements  several  other  multiyear 
projects  under  way  under  sponsorship  of  NOAA's  Coastal  Ocean 
program  and  the  Department  of  State's  program.  The  central  pur- 
pose of  the  research  is  to  develop  tools  to  answer  questions  of  pol- 
icymakers to  ensure  the  long-term  sustainability  of  the  regional  en- 
vironment. 

The  Nation's  attention  is  particularly  focused  on  South  Florida 
regional  environment  recently,  particularly  the  sustained  and 
coastal  environment.  The  work  done  at  the  university  under  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  sponsorship  led  to  vital  information  in  support 
of  these  actions,  and  the  lessons  learned  from  this  project  will  be 


1632 

applicable  to  other  regions  dealing  with  large-scale  ecosystem  man- 
agement activities. 

Under  the  Corps'  sponsorship,  we  have  initiated  extensive  re- 
search in  the  coastal  waters  field  studies  of  the  coastal  waters  of 
South  Florida,  a  microcosm  and  laboratory  in  the  coral  reef  and 
mangrove  communities  and  developed  computer  models  in  collabo- 
ration with  the  Corps  and  other  Federal  agencies.  This  broad  mul- 
tilateral approach  allows  the  examination  of  the  cumulative  effects 
of  the  multiple  stress  sources  affecting  the  coastal  environment 
whether  they  be  from  natural  or  human  causes.  A  continuing 
multiyear  commitment  of  resources  to  this  effort  will  allow  both  the 
continuity  of  the  experimentation  and  the  exploration  to  managing 
the  South  Florida  environment  for  the  long-term  environmental 
sustainability. 

The  University  of  Miami  and  our  many  cooperating  educational 
institutions,  including  minority  institutions  of  Florida — A&M  Uni- 
versity, University  of  Florida,  Memorial  College  and  Barry  Univer- 
sity— are  eager  to  continue  our  successful  collaboration  as  a  con- 
tribution to  this  historic  process  of  restoring  the  unique  and  inter- 
nationally prized  Everglades  ecosystem. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank.  Thank  you  very  much.  You  made  a  very  fine 
statement. 

[The  statement  of  Dr.  Harwell  follows:! 
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Washington  DC 

5  March  1996 


The  University  of  Miami's  Center  for  Marine  and  Environmental  Analyses  (CMEA),  at  the 
Rosenstiel  School  of  Marine  and  Atmospheric  Science,  is  conducting  research  under 
contract  with  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (ACOE)  Waterways  Experiment  Station 
(WES)  at  Vicksburg,  Mississippi,  and  in  support  of  the  Ecosystem  Restoration  activities  of 
the  Jacksonville,  Florida  ACOE  district  office.  CMEA  has  considerable  experience  in 
ecological  risk  assessment  and  ecosystem  management;  ecological  modeling  at  community, 
etosystem,  and  landscape  levels;  development  of  microcosms  to  simulate  coastal 
ecosystems;  and  the  ecology  of  South  Florida,  including  coastal  Unkages  to  the  terrestrial 
environment  and  human  activities.  This  research  capability,  in  cooperation  with  other 
universities,  including  especially  minority  institutions  in  the  region,  is  being  brought  to 
bear  on  many  environmental  issues  of  concern  to  ACOE,  particularly  its  aquatic  plant  and 
other  environmental  programs  of  WES.  The  objectives  are  to: 

•  Provide  an  ecological  risk  assessment  and  ecosystem  management  framework  in 
support  of  management  at  the  ACOE/WES; 

•  Apply  modeling,  experimental,  and  field  expertise  to  studies  of  estuarine  ecosystems; 
and 

•  Advance  the  understanding  of  freshwater,  marine,  and  coastal  aquatic  ecosystems  in 
relation  to  human  activities,  with  particular  attention  to  South  Florida. 

CMEA  capabilities  in  ecological  modeling  are  directed  at  estuarine  systems  through 
research  to  construct,  parameterize,  and  validate  models  using  data  from  field  and 
experimental  studies.  The  historical  emphasis  in  the  WES  aquatic  plant  research  program 
has  been  freshwater  systems,  but  the  Corps  also  has  responsibilities  for  coastal  and 
estuarine  waters  affected  by  Corps  activities.   Thus  an  important  new  element  that  the 
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University  brings  to  the  ACOE  aquatic  plant  program  is  this  extensive  expertise  in  coastal 
and  estuarine  ecosystems.  As  a  consequence,  the  University  of  Miami  has  initiated  new 
research  on  these  systems,  including  the  development  of  ecological  simulation  models  and 
the  new  microcosm  facilities  for  experimental  research  at  the  Rosenstiel  School  of  Marine 
and  Atmospheric  Science. 

Emphasis  is  placed  on  a  South  Florida  regional  ecosystem  case  study,  as  the  Corps  has 
particular  responsibilities  for  the  health  of  the  South  Florida  aquatic  environment  through 
its  system  of  water  management  structures.  The  COE-developed  Central  and  South  Florida 
Project  is  a  system  of  canals  and  other  water-management  systems  that  fundamentally 
control  the  surface  water  regime  for  the  entire  region.  The  stringently  peer-reviewed 
research  funded  under  this  agreement  will  help  in  the  maintenance  of  the  fishing  and 
tourism  industries,  which  are  major  components  of  South  Florida's  economy,  and  will  help 
expand  the  Corps'  existing  scientific  focus  on  freshwater  plants  to  the  associated  coastal 
and  estuarine  ecosystems. 

CMEA  research  will: 

•  Advance  the  scientific  understanding  for  evaluating  the  health  of  the  coastal  ecosystems 
of  the  region  and  their  relationship  to  management  decision  making; 

•  Assist  ACOE  in  the  broad  application  of  the  framework  of  ecological  risk  assessment,  a 
newly  developed  approach  for  assessing  human-caused  risks  to  the  environment  that 
can  address  multiple  stressors  and  diverse  ecological  endpoints  in  assessing 
environmental  risks;  and 

•  Assist  ACOE  in  the  broad  application  of  the  framework  for  ecosystem  management,  a 
new  approach  to  examining  systematically  the  relationships  among  ecological  stressors, 
ecological  conditions,  human  activities,  and  ecological  sustainability. 

The  South  Florida  environment  is  a  case  study  for  several  federal  activities  on  ecosystem 
management  as  an  interdisciplinary,  interagency,  and  regional-scale  activity.  The  Corps 
has  direct  responsibilities  for  the  health  of  the  South  Florida  environment,  through  its 
mandate  for  flood  control,  freshwater  supplies,  and  protection  of  natural  resources.  The 
nature  of  the  Corps'  water  control  system  and  the  manner  in  which  it  is  managed  directly 
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affect  the  coastal  and  estuarine  waters  of  South  Florida,  including  salinity,  nutrient,  and 
other  physical  factors.  CMEA  scientists  are  building  models  of  aquatic  macrophyte- 
plankton-water  column  interactions  that  will  be  directly  usable  for  evaluating  the  aquatic 
plants  of  the  South  Florida  region  and  their  relationship  to  the  Corps'  engineered  system. 

The  University  of  Miami  is  the  coordinating  unit  for  the  US  Man  and  the  Biosphere  (US 
MAB)  core  project  on  ecological  sustainability  for  South  Florida,  managed  through  CMEA. 
This  project  is  at  the  leading  edge  of  issues  of  human/environment  interfaces  and 
methodologies  for  bringing  policy-relevant  science  to  bear  on  ecosystem  management 
issues.  CMEA  researchers  are  also  major  participants  in  the  creation  of  a  new  ecological 
risk  assessment/risk  management  paradigm  being  developed  under  auspices  of  the  US 
Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Both  of  these  perspectives  are  merging  into  new 
concepts  for  ecosystem  management.  This  policy-relevant,  risk  assessment  framework  is 
adaptable  to  the  overall  ACOE  program,  and  we  are  working  cooperatively  with  the  ACOE 
scientists  and  managers  in  implementing  this  perspective  for  the  aquatic  plant  program. 

The  major  research  themes  for  this  project  are  being  addressed  through  a  series  of  research 
elements,  including: 

Estuarine  plant  community  dynamics: 

•  development  of  process-level  models  of  community  and  ecosystem  dynamics; 

•  development  of  microcosms  and  mesocosms  for  experimental  manipulations; 

•  implementation  of  field  research  activities; 

•  modeling — seagrass  ecosystem  models,  hard-bottom  community  models. 

Habitat-fish  and  invert'ibrate  community  dynamics 

•  relationship  of  animal  populations  with  habitat  quality. 

South  Florida  regional  ecosystem 

•  landscape  modeling  of  the  regional  coastal  environment. 
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Decision-support  system 

Conceptual 

•  ecological  risk  assessment; 

•  ecological  sustainability; 

•  ecosystem  management. 

Many  of  the  researchers  for  the  tasks  are  faculty  and  staff  at  the  Rosenstiel  School  of 
Marine  and  Atmospheric  Science,  but  much  of  the  research  is  being  accomplished  through 
networks  that  have  already  been  estabhshed  throughout  the  U.S.  of  researchers  in  academia 
and  government  agencies  (e.g.,  for  ecorisk  and  ecological  sustainability  research)  or  are 
being  established  to  ensure  the  necessary  expertise  is  brought  to  bear  on  the  research 
themes.  Extensive  contacts  with  minority  institutions  in  Florida  are  leading  to  subcontracts 
for  research  and  other  cooperative  activities.  Particular  attention  is  being  addressed  to 
graduate  research  opporfonities  during  this  project  so  that  newly  developed  techniques  and 
perspectives  will  be  inculcated  in  the  next  generation  tasked  with  ecosystem  sustainability. 

Continued  support  is  sought  for  this  important  research  agenda,  with  particular  emphasis 
on  expanding  collaboration  and  outreach  through  the  University  of  Miami  to  minority 
educational  institutions  in  the  region.  Only  through  consistently  funded,  long-term  regional 
partnerships  can  the  problems  of  ecosystem  management  and  ecological  sustainability  be 
addressed  to  maximize  the  potential  for  future  generations  to  enjoy  economic  prosperity  and 
unique  natural  resources  such  as  the  Everglades. 
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Mr.  Bevill.  Did  you  also  have  a  statement? 

Mr.  Waite.  Yes,  I  did,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  different  project  that  I 
had,  if  I  could,  very  quickly. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Please  summarize  it,  if  you  will,  since  your  state- 
ment will  be  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Waite.  Yes.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Yes. 

Mr.  Waite.  This  deals  with  a  project  also  recommended  by  this 
committee,  the  Department  of  Energy,  dealing  with  development 
and  demonstration  of  an  innovative  electrotechnology  for  handling 
medical  waste,  infectious  medical  waste.  I  apologize  for  my  cold, 
but  I  thought  it  might  emphasize  the  situation  a  little  bit. 

In  fact,  the  project  that  we  have  been  working  on  for  the  past 
two  years  comes  out  of  the  need  in  the  health  care  arena  for  han- 
dling medical  waste.  As  probably  everyone  is  aware,  most  hospitals 
utilize  incinerators  on  site  as  a  choice  of  disposal  and  have  for 
years.  Public  concern  over  the  incinerators  dealing  with  emissions 
of  dioxin,  mercury  and  other  compounds  specifically  have,  of 
course,  caught  the  interest  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  the 
EPA  is  currently  shutting  down  approximately  85  percent  of  those 
fhcinerators,  the  regulations  to  be  implemented  later  on  this 
spring. 

Hospitals  now  are  scurrying  to  find  alternative  ways  of  managing 
waste.  This  committee  recommended  a  situation  of  using  tech- 
nology from  the  Department  of  Energy,  electron  beam  accelerators. 
We  were  successful  bidders  on  that  project  and  have  implemented 
that  project. 

This  particular  process  utilizes  radiation  for  disinfesting  of  medi- 
cal waste,  a  process  that  is  used  for  sterilizing  medical  products, 
a  very  efficient — the  most  efficient  means  of  disinfesting  material. 
While  radioactive  material  is  not  highly  popular  to  be  located  at  in- 
stitutions for  waste  treatment,  the  same  technology  can  be 
achieved  utilizing  electronic  accelerators  where  only  electricity  is 
utilized.  These  are  commercially  available  machines;  in  fact,  every 
television  has  one  that  some  of  us  stare  at  in  the  evening,  and  x- 
ray  machines  also  utilize  this  same  technology. 

We  have  completed  in  the  first  year  and  a  half  engineering  de- 
signs and  set-up  protocol  for  a  large-scale  demonstration  at  the 
Jackson  Memorial  Hospital  in  Miami.  We  have — in  addition  to  the 
DOE  funds,  our  local  utility,  Florida  Power  and  Light,  has  commit- 
ted over  600,000  to  this  project  so  far.  We  are  collaborating  with 
Los  Alamos  National  Laboratories  on  this  project  because  of  their 
expertise  in  electron  beam  accelerators. 

At  this  point,  the  facility — the  electron  beam  is  built — the  facility 
is  being  constructed,  and  we  hope  to  be  on  line  within  two  to  three 
months;  and  I  am  here  to  request  continued  funding  of  this  project, 
because  all  the  data  collected  to  date  show  this  to  be  a  very  large- 
scale  potential  breakthrough  in  this  area. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Once  the  equipment  is  sterilized,  what  do  you  do 
with  it,  the  waste  material? 
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Mr.  Waite.  The  waste  material,  once  it  is  sterilized,  is  processed, 
rendered  unrecognizable  usually,  with  an  advanced  shredding  proc- 
ess; and  this  material  is  easily  land-filled.  So  it  is  acceptable  as  a 
landfill.  ,    ^^     , 

Mr.  Bevill.  Sounds  very  good.  Thank  you  very  much.  Thank  you 

both. 

[The  statement  of  Dr.  Waite  follows:] 
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Exploitation  of  High  Energy  Electron  Beam  Irradiation  for 
the  Sterilization  of  Medical  Wastes 

Dr.  Thomas  D.  Waite 
College  of  Engineering,  University  of  Miami,  FL 


A.     RECOMMENDATION  FOR  CONTINUED  FUNDING 

Waste  generation  by  health  care  institutions  is  substantial  and  is  certain  to  contain  material  derived  from 
patients  who  are  infected  with  disease-producing  agents.  Many  of  these  infections  are,  in  fact,  caused 
by  agents  that  are  usually  considered  to  be  opportunists  rather  than  human  pathogens.  However,  the 
public  perception  is  that  these  agents  must  be  a  hazard  because  they  are  causing  disease  to  humans. 

Although  the  generation  of  potentially  infectious  waste  material  has  been  a  necessary  function  of  health 
care  provision  since  Hippocrates,  it  is  only  within  the  past  few  years,  with  the  advent  of  the  AIDS 
epidemic  and  the  hysteria  surrounding  medical  wastes  washing  up  on  the  nation's  beaches,  that  prior 
treatment  to  disposal  of  this  very  sensitive  waste  stream  has  become  an  issue  of  grave  concern  and 
expense  for  its  generators,  and  anxiety  for  the  public  in  general.  With  the  public's  eye  focused  intently 
on  our  shores,  local,  state  and  federal  regulatory  agencies  have  been  directed  by  events,  their  constituents 
and  consequences  to  react  by  passing  legislation  that  address  problems  associated  with  the  approximately 
600,000  tons  of  infectious  waste  generated  annually  by  the  U.S.  health  care  industry. 

The  result  of  these  regulatory  initiatives  has  been  the  passage  of  a  complexity  of  laws  and  guidelines, 
which  though  different,  and  sometimes  conflicting,  basically  direct  the  nation's  health  care  providers,  the 
Miami  Medical  Complex'  being  a  major  one,  to  handle  their  infectious,  now  referred  to  as  "regulated 
medical",  wastes  in  a  manner  that  would  protect  their  own  employees,  sanitation  workers,  and  the  public 
at  large  from  risks  of  exposure.  No  longer  are  items  such  as  pathological  waste,  cultures  and  stocks  of 
etiologic  agents,  blood  and  body  fluids,  sharps,  and  contaminated  animal  wastes  among  others,  be 
disposed  of  without  special  handling,  packaging,  treatment,  and  manifesting  specific  to  disposition  site. 

Further,  measures  such  as  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  the  Clean  Air  Act,  particularly  as  articulated  in  the 
recently  released  emissions  guidelines  for  new  and  existing  medical  waste  incinerators,  required  that 
treatment  and  disposal  be  done  with  minimal  negative  environmental  impact,  with  special  focus  placed 
on  such  potentially  harmfijl  air  emissions  as  HCL,  SOj,  NOx  and  dioxins,  and  liquid  discharges  such  as 
chlorine. 


'  The  "Miami  Medical  Complex  "  is  a  group  of  area  hospitals  comprised  of  Jackson  Memorial  Hospital  (JMH), 
Cedars  Medical  Center  and  Veterans  Affairs  Medical  Center,  in  addition  to  approximately  twenty  (20)  other  smaller 
medical  institutions  such  as  the  University  of  Miami  Medical  School,  Bascom  Palmer  Eye  Institute,  and  the  Sylvester 
Comprehensive  Cancer  Center. 
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However,  noting  that: 

•  medical  waste  incinerators  are  the  main  cause  of  dioxin  buildup  (a  potentially  dangerous  health 
hazard)  in  the  atmosphere  and  that  increase  health  care  cost  is  directly  tied  to  increasing 
incineration  costs,  which  will  substantially  hiked  this  year  because  EPA  regulations  are  being 
imposed,  and  that 

•  the  vast  majority,  upwards  of  90%,  of  these  regulated  medical  wastes  are  being  burned,  either  in 
the  3,500  to  5,000  on-site  medical  incinerators,  or  at  the  115  commercially  operated  regional 
facilities  that  have  grown  up  around  the  country,  and  that 

•  many,  if  not  most  of  these  units  will  not  meet  new  guidelines  as  established  by  the  EPA  (the 
Agency  estimates  that  as  many  as  80-90%  of  existing  systems  will  be  required  to  either  shut  down 
or  upgraded  at  a  considerable  expense  in  order  to  meet  published  standards),  and  that 

•  in  most  cases,  the  economically  disadvantaged  sectors  of  the  population  are  disproportionately 
impacted  by  the  dangerous  emissions  from  medical  waste  incinerators,  and  that 

•  public  perception  of  incineration  as  an  acceptable  alternative  for  medical  waste  treatment  is,  by 
and  large,  extremely  negative 

there  is  a  permanent  solution.  The  paramount  objective  of  the  research  group  at  the  University  of  Miami 
is  to  implement  one  such  full  scale  demonstration  facility  at  the  Miami  Medical  Complex. 

Over  the  past  few  years,  researchers  at  the  Laboratories  for  Pollution  Control  Technologies  of  the  College 
of  Engineering  at  the  University  of  Miami  in  collaboration  with  Jackson  Memorial  Hospital,  have  been 
working  on  a  non-burn  treatment  technology.  Based  on  the  experimental  work  completed  to  date,  this 
approach,  although  still  in  the  testing  and  developmental  stages,  renders  simulated  infectious  medical 
waste  (red  bag)  both  thoroughly  disinfected  and  totally  unrecognizable  through  a  combination  of  advanced 
shredding  and  high-energy  electron-beam  technologies.  The  work  being  undertaken  for  the  1996  fiscal 
year  is  supported  by  a  grant  through  the  Office  of  Health  &  Environmental  Research  in  the  Department 
of  Energy  (award  no.  DEFG0595ER62086).  Dr.  Thomas  D.  Waite  is  the  Principal  Investigator  of  this 
research  project. 

For  the  project  goals  to  become  a  reality  and  the  technology  to  be  made  commercially  available, 
continued  funding  in  the  amount  of  $1  Million  must  be  made  available  to  the  University  of  Miami 
in  Tiscal  year  1997.  Further,  the  Federal  Government  should  not  be  spending  money  on  half-way 
applications,  but  should  concentrate  on  permanent  solutions.  They  should  use  those  funds  on 
research  for  the  production  and  utilization  of  electron  beam  irradiation  to  replace  incineration  of 
medical  wastes.  Then,  once  and  for  all,  we  would  solve  the  interrelated  problems  associated  with 
the  environment,  and  thus  provide  a  clean  and  reliable  method  for  the  treatment  and  disposal  of 
medical  waste  streams. 
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B.    I>rrRODUCTION 

1.   Larpe  Scale  Demonstration  of  an  Electron  Beam  Treatment  System 

Based  on  experimental  and  economic  studies  conducted  by  the  research  team  at  the  University  of  Miami, 
electron  beam  irradiation  of  medical  waste,  in  order  to  disinfect  it  to  safe  levels,  has  been  concluded  to 
be  emerging  as  an  attractive  treatment  alternative  prior  to  disposal  as  a  non-hazardous  material.  The 
process  is  capable  of  attaining  any  level  of  disinfection  up  to  fiill  sterilization  by  controlling  the  dosage 
received  by  the  waste  material.  Other  advantages  include  nominal  electric  power  requirements,  no  steam 
needed,  no  residual  heat  in  the  treated  waste,  and  no  harmful  emissions  that  will  destroy  our  lakes  and 
forests  in  particular,  and  our  Biosphere  in  general.  Further,  the  application  of  this  treatment 
technology  adds  a  bonus,  we  would  also  get  rid  of  another  environmental  hazard  caused  by 
incineration  of  medical  wastes:  the  greenhouse  effect.  Disadvantages  include  high  capital  cost  and  the 
need  for  material  processing  for  size  reduction  and  to  render  the  waste  unrecognizable.  However,  it  is 
interesting  to  note  that  the  estimated  costs  to  evaluate  the  feasibility  of  electron  beam  process  has 
compared  favorably  with  current  Miami  cost  per  pound  for  transporting  medical  waste  to  a  commercial 
incinerator.  Furthermore,  it  is  noteworthy  to  mention  that  if  the  environmental  impact  associated 
with  incineration  of  medical  wastes  were  factored  in  the  analysis,  obviously,  the  electron  beam 
process  would  emerge,  by  far,  the  most  economically  viable  option,  even  when  compared  with  other 
available  alternatives. 

The  technical  and  economic  feasibility  of  the  process  has  been  supported  to  date  primarily  through 
engineering  studies.  In  order  for  a  new  technology  to  be  adopted  over  more  traditional  approaches  to 
disinfecting  hospital  waste,  it  must  be  demonstrated  in  a  real  environment  under  large  scale  conditions. 
Such  a  demonstration  allows  the  engineering  and  development  of  working  systems  that  can  be  realistically 
evaluated  by  the  hospital  community  in  particular,  and  the  populace  in  general. 

The  fundamental  purpose  of  submitting  this  statement  is  to  request  continued  support  to  complete 
the  research  work  necessary  for  implementing  one  such  full  scale  demonstration  facility  at  the 
Miami  Medical  Complex. 

C.    SUMMARY  OF  RESEARCH  WORK  TO  DATE 

Past  and  ongoing  work  undertaken  at  the  University  of  Miami  has  examined  the  type  and  size  of 
accelerator  that  is  applicable  to  the  medical  waste  treatment  technology,  identified  regulatory  requirements 
which  affect  process  design,  developed  feasible  material  processing  alternatives,  and  identified  the 
characteristics  of  the  waste  stream  to  be  treated  at  the  Jackson  Memorial  Complex.  To  date,  the 
following  tasks,  supported  by  the  Department  of  Energy/Office  of  Health  &  Environmental  Research 
Award  (Grant  No.  DEFG0595ER62086)  have  been  or  is  being  completed: 

•  Leasing  agreement  between  the  University  of  Miami  and  TITAN  BETA  for  a  8  MeV,  1  KW 
electron  beam  machine  tg  be  used  in  the  demonstration  facility  at  Jackson  Memorial  Hospital. 

•  Engineering  design  for  the  shielding  structure  to  house  the  electron  beam  and  peripheral 
components  for  the  demonstration  facility. 
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•  Bidding  for  construction  of  the  shielding  structure  (vault)  of  the  demonstration  facility. 

•  A  4  MeV,  0.6  KW  CLINAC  4/100  manufactured  by  Varian  is  currently  being  rebuilt  and 
modified  for  use  in  limited  on-site  experiments  at  the  JMH  as  part  of  our  current  research  project. 
Experiments  conducted  at  this  facility  and  others  planned  at  TITAN  BETA'S  Denver  facility  will 
provide  additional  data  for  further  systematic  analysis  and  improved  engineering  design. 

•  Regulatory  reviews  have  been  conducted  by  the  research  team  that  has  indicated  that  material 
processed  through  the  electron  beam's  system  will  need  to  be  land  filled.  Currently,  it  appears 
that  not  only  must  the  waste  be  disinfected,  which  the  electron  beam  will  efficiently  do,  but  it 
must  also  be  processed  into  a  condition  acceptable  to  landfill  owners  and  operators. 

•  Experiments  have  been  conducted  at  the  TITAN  BETA'S  Denver  facility,  the  main  focus  of  which 
was  to  demonstrate  treatment  efficiency  in  simulated  red  bag  waste  and  to  generate  engineering 
information  for  the  design  and  installation  of  a  large  scale  treatment  facility  —  to  be  constructed 
at  the  Miami  Medical  Complex. 

•  Research  on  the  composition  and  characteristics  of  medical  waste  (red  bag)  at  Jackson  Memorial 
Hospital  has  been  completed. 

•  Several  dosimetry  experiments  have  also  been  conducted  to  determine  the  extent  of  penetration 
into  as  received  and  shredded  red  bags  by  the  electron  beam  technology. 

Based  on  the  work  completed  to  date,  results  have  shown  that  medical  waste,  whether  whole  or  shredded, 
received  approximately  100  percent  of  the  applied  radiation  dose  for  a  double-pass  operation.  Further, 
it  is  accepted  that  the  Bacilla  spore  is  the  most  difficult  micro-organism  to  remove.  However, 
because  of  the  excellent  penetration  of  the  high  energy  electrons  throughout  the  waste,  even  this 
micro-organism  was  removed  at  very  low  doses.  Curve  fitting  analysis  have  been  performed  and  the 
equations  obtained  for  the  destruction  of  the  two  most  difficult  micro-organisms,  with  increasing  radiation 
dosage  in  kilograys  are  as  follows: 

Fraction  of  Bacilla  Pumilus  Cells  Remaining  =  0.0007888*e'-°^^^''^"> 

Fraction  of  Bacilla  Subtilis  Cells  Remaining  =  0.003099*e'"^'"''''^"> 

Clearly,  the  experimental  analyses  completed  to  date  have  proven,  beyond  doubt,  that  medical  waste 
is  not  a  hinderance  to  the  penetrating  power  of  the  electron  beam  treatment  process,  the  technology 
to  be  applied  at  the  demonstration  facility  at  Jackson  Memorial  Hospital. 


D.    CHARACTERISTICS  OF  JACKSON  MEMORIAL  HOSPITAL 

Jackson  Memorial  Hospital  (JMH)  is  part  of  a  group  of  area  hospitals  known  as  the  Miami  Medical 
Complex  of  which  Cedars  Medical  Center  and  the  Veterans  Affairs  Medical  Center  are  also  part.  In 
addition,  there  are  approximately  twenty  (20)  other  smaller  medical  institutions  such  as  the  University 
of  Miami  Medical  School,  Bascom  Palmer  Eye  Institute,  and  the  Sylvester  Comprehensive  Cancer  Center, 
which  are  also  located  in  this  complex.  JMH  is  a  large  hospital;  the  second  largest  under  a  single  license 
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in  the  U.S.  It  is  one  of  the  few  area  hospitals  specializing  in  the  treatment  of  trauma  cases,  making  it  one 
of  the  busiest  hospitals  in  South  Florida.  The  hospital  has  a  licensed  bed  capacity  of  approximately  1500, 
compared  with  other  hospitals  in  the  state  which  average  about  250  beds.  The  percent  occupancy  is  also 
significantly  higher  than  the  state  average,  over  82%  at  Jackson  compared  with  67%  else  where  in  the 
state  of  Florida. 

JMH  has  an  on-site  biomedical  waste  incinerator  which  it  currently  uses  to  treat  the  bulk  of  its  waste. 
During  1993-1994,  over  10  million  pounds  of  waste  were  incinerated  at  this  facility,  with  80%  of  that 
waste  being  generated  directly  by  JMH.  The  remainder  of  the  waste  came  from  UM  Medical  School  and 
Bascom  Palmer.  For  this  same  time  period,  there  were  approximately  100  days  of  incinerator  downtime. 
The  Department  of  Health  and  Rehabilitative  Services  (HRS)  requires  that  medical  waste  not  be  stored 
for  more  than  30  days,  so  if  the  incinerator  is  down  for  that  period  of  time,  then  JMH  must  call  a  private 
hauler  to  collect  their  waste  for  treatment  and  disposal. 

E.    TASKS  TO  BE  COMPLETED  AND  THE  NEED  FOR  CONTINUED  FUNDING 

The  following  summaries  the  remaining  tasks  to  be  completed  under  the  present  funding  and  those  to  be 
undertaken  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

Although  the  aforementioned  has  shown  that  the  fundamental  ground  work  has  been  laid,  the  need  for 
continued  funding  for  fiscal  year  1997  is  of  paramount  importance.  There  still  exists  a  substantial  amount 
of  work  remaining  before  the  principal  objectives  of  the  project  are  satisfied,  the  primary  one  being  to 
have  a  full  scale  demonstration  facility  at  the  Jackson  Memorial  Hospital  Complex. 

Continued  support  is  also  needed  to  finish  the  construction  phases,  furnish  the  facility,  and  to  cover  one 
years  work  of  systematic  experimental  testing  and  data  analysis.  The  experimental  work  will  provide  well 
needed  information  for  improved  engineering  design  and  equipment  selection  for  this  and  other  similar 
facilities  to  be  constructed  throughout  the  United  States  in  the  near  future. 

A  continuation  of  support  for  this  project  would  also  demonstrate  the  Government's  commitment,  not 
only  to  develop  an  alternative  technology  to  incineration  for  the  treatment  of  medical  waste,  but  also  to 
emphasize  its  desire  to  reduce  the  buildup  of  dioxin  and  other  hazardous  air  emissions  to  atmosphere. 
In  such  cases,  the  realized  savings  could  be  channelled  to  the  economically  disadvantaged  sectors  of  the 
population  by  reducing  their  health  care  costs,  a  positive  impact. 

In  closure,  the  information  obtained  from  this  project  can  form  the  basis  of  comprehensive  economic 
studies  on  the  impact  that  medical  waste  treatment  technologies  and  waste  management  options  have  on 
the  cost  of  health  care,  here  in  the  United  States  and  other  industrialized  nations. 
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Tuesday,  March  5,  1996. 
EL  PASO  WASTEWATER  RECLAMATION  PROJECTION 

WITNESS 

EDMUND  G.  ARCHULETA,  P.E.,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  EL  PASO  PUBLIC 
SERVICES  BOARD 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  have  Mr.  Edmund  Archuleta.  Yes,  sir.  We  have 
been  saving  the  most  important  for  last. 

Mr.  Archuleta.  For  last.  All  right. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  understand  our  friend,  Congressman  Coleman,  is 
not  going  to  be  able  to  be  here. 

Mr.  Archuleta.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  am  sure  he  will  be  following  through.  Knowing 
him,  he  will  be  looking  out  for  you. 

Mr.  Archuleta.  Yes,  sir.  Right.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Myers  and 
members  of  the  subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to  testify.  My 
name  is  Ed  Archuleta.  I  am  the  general  manager  of  the  El  Paso 
water  utilities  public  service  board  and,  again,  in  the  interest  of 
time  and  you  have  spent  a  lot  of  time  this  afternoon  with  other 
people  that  have  testified.  I  do  have  a  statement  for  the  record,  but 
I  would  like  to  summarize  that  in  executive  format. 

Mr.  Bevill.  All  right.  It  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record,  your 
entire  statement. 

Mr.  Archuleta.  The  public  service  board  that  I  work  for  is  re- 
sponsible for  managing  water  and  waste  water  in  El  Paso  County. 
We  serve  about  625,000  people.  We  also  provide  service  to  Fort 
Bliss,  which  is  a  large  military  installation,  as  you  are  aware,  in 
that  part  of  New  Mexico  and  Texas. 

The  water  resources  and  the  El  Paso-Ciudad  Juarez,  Mexico  area 
are  really  limited.  We  are  a  desert  community.  We  are  the  19th 
largest  city  in  America,  and  yet  we  share  the  resources  with  both 
Mexico  and  New  Mexico.  In  the  testimony,  there  is  a  map  that 
shows  the  illustration  of  the  two  small  aquifers  that  we  have  and 
the  river,  which  serves  primarily  agricultural  interests,  but  in  re- 
cent years  we  have  taken  more  and  more  water  from  the  river  as 
we  can  obtain  water  rights. 

But  nonetheless  the  big  concern  for  El  Paso,  as  a  growing  com- 
munity and  for  Juarez,  which  is  about  two  million  in  population, 
is  that  there  is  just  not  a  sufficient  amount  of  water  to  serve,  you 
know,  future  needs  unless  we  take  some  very  decisive  action. 

What  we  have  done — the  Public  Service  Board  has  done,  we  pre- 
pared a  50-year  plan  for  El  Paso,  a  water  resource  management 
plan,  about  five  years  ago,  which  is  a  multifaceted  plan.  It  includes 
strict  conservation,  which  has  since  been  adopted.  We  probably 
have  the  strictest  water  conservation  ordinance  in  America.  We 
also  are  recycling  and  reclaiming  wastewater  when  we  can  apply 
that,  and  that  is  the  focus  of  my  testimony. 

We  are  using  more  renewable  surface  water,  as  I  mentioned,  and 
in  time  we  likely  will  have  to  desalinate  the  brackish  water  that 
exists  in  the  area.  But  in  the  meantime,  we  have  a  very  deliberate 
strategy  because  of  this  shared  resource,  and  we  have  been  work- 
ing with  the  area  agencies  in  trying  to  provide  on  a  transboundary 
basis  shared  planning  to  execute  the  work. 
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We  have  been  a  leader  in  reclaiming  water  for  about  30  years. 
We  have  reclaimed  water  in  El  Paso.  We  currently  reclaim  about 
12  percent  of  all  the  wastewater  that  we  collect  and  treat.  The 
most  sophisticated  project  we  have  is  the  Fred  Hervey  Reclamation 
Project,  which  has  been  in  existence  for  10  years.  It  actually  re- 
claims wastewater  to  drinking  water  standards,  and  we  inject  most 
of  it  back  into  the  aquifers  where  it  commingles  with  our  fresh- 
water supply. 

But  we  also  provide  like  two  million  gallons  per  day  to  a  power 
plant,  and  we  also  provide  water  for  turf  irrigation,  primarily  at  a 
large  golf  course. 

Nonetheless,  as  part  of  our  50-year  plan,  we  recognize  that  we 
had  to  do  more  from  each  of  our  wastewater  plants  to  reclaim  and 
reuse  more  wastewater,  and  so  we  quickly  put  together  a  specific 
plan  for  El  Paso,  from  all  of  our  four  wastewater  treatment  plants; 
and  last  year  we  planned — and  then  the  plant,  the  project  was  cer- 
tified by  the  new  Border  Environmental  Cooperation  Commission, 
the  BECC,  if  you  will,  certified  the  project  last  November.  Then 
through  the  help  of  the  Congress  and  this  committee,  with  the  $1.5 
million  grant,  we  are  now  designing  the  first  phase  of  that  project. 

The  project  is  70  percent  complete.  It  will  be  under  construction 
in  August  of  this  year.  My  board  has  recently  appropriated  up  to 
$7  million  as  local  share  of  the  project;  the  project  is  75  percent 
local,  25  percent  Federal.  So  I  think  it  is  a  good  example  of  a 
shared  partnership,  you  know,  with  a  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

This  project — the  reason  this  project  is  important  is  because  it 
will  reclaim  up  to  3,000  acre-feet  of  water  and  will  provide  water 
for  up  to  27,000  people,  which  otherwise  would  be  applied,  you 
know,  just  as  irrigation  water,  for  example.  We  have  "colonias"  in 
the  upper  valley  which  I  am  sure  Representative  Coleman  has 
clearly  informed  the  Congress  about,  and  we  want  to  provide  some 
of  the  saved  water  to  apply  to  areas  outside  the  city  that  do  not 
have  water  resources. 

My  request  this  afternoon  is  to — ^is  to  ask  you  to  appropriate  $3 
million  to  finish  the  project.  It  is  an  $18  million  project — $1.5  mil- 
lion in  the  current  budget,  $3  million  more,  and  our  board  will  pro- 
vide 75  percent  matching  funds  and  this  project  will  go  a  long  ways 
toward  trying  to  resolve  some  of  these  critical  border  issues. 

Like  I  said,  it  is  fully  supported  by  the  Texas  Water  Development 
Board.  It  is  supported  by  the  Border  Environmental  Cooperation 
Commission,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  others;  and 
we  would  ask  your  fair  consideration  of  funding  this  very  impor- 
tant project. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Yes.  Well,  that  is  very  interesting;  and  you  have 
made  the  best  offer  of  the  day,  75  percent  of  the 

Mr.  Archuleta.  Matching  funds,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  say  around  here  that  we  are  going  to  have  the 
same  supply  of  water  a  thousand  years  from  now  as  we  have  today. 
The  big  question  is  going  to  be  how  much  of  it  is  clean. 

Mr.  Archuleta.  That  is  correct.  That  is  right,  quality  and  quan- 
tity. 
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Mr.  Bevill.  You  are  certainly  playing  a  very  important  role 
there.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Archuleta.  Thank  you  for  your  time,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  committee. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Archuleta  follows:] 
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Testimony  of 

Edmund  G.  Archuleta,  P.E. 

General  Manager 

El  Paso  Water  Utilities  Public  Service  Board 

Before  the 

Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 


Presented  in  Washington,  D.C.  on 
March  5, 1996 


Thank  you  chairman  Meyers  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee  for  the 
opportunity  to  provide  testimony  on  behalf  of  El  Paso  Water  Utilities  in 
support  of  an  appropriation  for  the  development  of  a  reclaimed  water 
project  for  El  Paso,  Texas.  My  name  is  Ed  Archuleta  and  I  am  the  General 
Manager  of  the  El  Paso  Water  Utilities  Public  Service  Board. 


Short  History  of  El  Paso  Water  Utilities 

The  Public  Service  Board  was  created  by  the  City  of  El  Paso  in  1952  to 
manage  the  water  and  wastewater  utilities.  El  Paso  Water  Utilities  is  the 
major  service  purveyor  and  regional  water  and  wastewater  planning 
agency  for  El  Paso  County  as  designated  by  the  State  of  Texas.  We  serve  all 
the  major  customers  in  El  Paso  County  including  Fort  Bliss  military 
reservation.  Our  service  population  is  estimated  to  be  625,000  people. 

El  Paso  is  an  arid  desert  community  with  limited  water  resources  which  it 
must  share  with  New  Mexico  and  Ciudad  Juarez,  Mexico.  It  is  the  nations 
19th  largest  city  and  the  largest  city  on  the  U.S. /Mexico  border.  The  water 
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supply  for  the  international  community  consists  of  the  Rio  Grande  and  two 
small  aquifers. 

Need  for  Water  Recycling  Project 

Water  from  the  Rio  Grande  is  fully  allocated  among  agricultural  interests 
under  the  terms  of  the  Rio  Grande  Compact  -  a  federal  water  project.  The 
project  water  allocations  to  New  Mexico  and  El  Paso  area  farmers  annually 
is  approximately  700,000  acre-feet.  In  addition,  under  the  International 
Treaty  of  1906,  Mexico  receives  an  annual  water  allocation  of  60,000  acre- 
feet.  The  City  of  El  Paso  currently  receives  approximately  50,000  acre  feet 
of  the  700,000  acre-feet  through  water  rights  leases,  direct  land  ownership 
and  other  contracts.  Demand  on  the  groundwater  aquifers  is  substantial 
and  has  resulted  in  significant  declines.  Ciudad  Juarez,  a  border 
community  with  a  population  of  almost  2  million  is  completely  dependent 
on  one  aquifer,  the  Hueco  Bolson,  which  is  also  El  Paso's  primary 
groundwater  supply.  El  Paso  currently  depends  on  groundwater  for  55 
percent  of  its  total  supply.  It  is  projected  that  the  Hueco  Bolson  will  be 
completely  depleted  of  its  fresh  water  by  the  year  2025. 

In  response  to  these  water  supply  constraints.  El  Paso  has  been  very  active 
in  the  area  of  water  recycling  and  reuse  since  the  1960's.  In  the  early  1980's, 
El  Paso  made  history  with  the  successful  design  and  implementation  of  a 
project  to  treat  wastewater  to  drinking  water  quality  standards  for  injection 
into  the  major  groundwater  supply  aquifer.  That  project,  the  Hueco  Bolson 
Recharge  Demonstration  Project  has  been  in  continuous  operation  since 
1985.  The  Project  currently  reclaims  about  7  million  gallons  per  day.  With 
this  project.  El  Paso  currently  recycles  about  12  percent  of  all  the 
wastewater  it  collects  and  treats. 

In  1991,  we  completed  a  water  resources  management  plan  which 
indicated  the  need  to  significantly  expand  our  water  recycling  capacity.  As 
a  result.  El  Paso  Water  Utilities  has  planned  a  major  recycling  program 
with  the  first  priority  to  serve  the  northwest  portion  of  the  city. 
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Description  of  Water  Recycling  Project 

The  first  water  recycling  project,  the  Northwest  Reclaimed  Water 
Distribution  System,  is  currently  under  design.  When  completed,  the 
project  will  supply  reclaimed  water  for  irrigation  and  industrial  use. 
Potential  customers  include  city  parks,  schools,  a  golf  course,  the  ASARCO 
smelter  and  the  El  Paso  Electric  Company  Rio  Grande  generating  station. 
The  project  will  recycle  approximately  3,000  acre-feet  of  water  per  year. 
Facilities  necessary  for  project  implementation  include  pump  stations, 
reservoirs  and  distribution  mains.  Construction  of  this  five  phase  project  is 
to  begin  in  August  1996.  The  project  was  certified  by  the  Border 
Environmental  Cooperation  Conunission  (BECC)  in  November,  1995. 


Benefits  of  the  Project 

The  primary  benefit  of  the  project  is  to  shift  3,000  af /y  of  demand  from 
potable  water  to  reclaimed  water.  This  will  provide  potable  water  to 
supply  approximately  27,000  people  each  year.  Moreover,  this  water 
supply  is  renewable;  whereas,  increased  groundwater  pumpage  is  not.  The 
water  "saved"  by  this  substitution  can  be  applied  to  serve  "colonias;"  areas 
outside  the  city  without  water  and  for  the  grov^  of  the  city.  The  project 
benefits  New  Mexico  and  Mexico  because  our  waters  are  a  shared  resource. 


Requested  Action 

The  Public  Service  Board  has  agreed  to  provide  matching  funds  through 
the  issuance  of  up  to  $7  million  in  water  and  sewer  revenue  bonds  to 
complete  the  initial  phase  of  the  project.  The  first  phase  will  match  a  1996 
appropriation  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  $1.5  million.  The  current 
request  is  for  an  additional  federal  appropriation  of  $3  million,  in  order  to 
complete  the  project.  The  total  project  cost  is  estimated  at  approximately 
$18  million. 
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Summary 


This  project  has  received  extensive  regulatory  review  and  approval. 
Furthermore,  because  it  has  been  reviewed  and  certified  by  the  Border 
Environmental  Cooperation  Commission  (BECC),  it  has  received  extensive 
public  review  and  comment  as  a  project  which  will  help  achieve  a  safe  and 
sustainable  water  supply  source  for  the  City  of  El  Paso.  The  project 
includes  multiple  benefits  both  to  El  Paso  as  well  as  to  neighboring  border 
cities.  Federal  matching  assistance  in  the  amount  of  $3  million  will  assist  in 
completing  this  vital  project. 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman. 


Attachments: 

1.  Figure  showing  historic  and  projected  groundwater  declines 

2.  Location  map  showing  the  water  resources 

3.  Project  planning  and  phasing  map 
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Mr.  Bevill.  Does  anyone  else  want  to  testify?  We  haven't  heard 
many  folks  today,  and  we  would  like  to  hear  you. 

I  believe  that  concludes  our  hearings  then  for  today,  and  the 
committee  will  stand  adjourned  until  9:30  in  the  morning. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  JANE  HARMAN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

This  morning  we  are  pleased  to  have  the  California  delegation, 
and  with  respect  to  the  California  delegation,  I  turn  the  gavel  over 
to  our  colleague  Mr.  Riggs  of  California. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  an  impressive  gavel  it  is. 

Mr.  Bevill.  John  presented  to  me  my  old  gavel  which  was  about 
half  that  big.  I  told  them  they  just  wore  it  down  over  a  period  of 
years. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  I  probably  should  note  for  the  record,  though,  this  one 
is  made  of  Indiana  cherry  wood.  And  it  is  a  beautiful  gavel. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Without  further  ado,  I  will  simply  convene  the  Energy  and  Water 
Development  Appropriations  Subcommittee  for  the  purposes  of  con- 
ducting our  traditional  California  water  day. 

The  first  item  of  business,  of  course,  is  to  hear  from  Members  of 
the  delegation.  I  will  need  some  direction  from  you  or  staff,  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  terms  of  the  order  that  we  are  going  to  proceed  here. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  proceed  in  the  order  they  come  in.  Ladies  don't 
always  go  first. 

Mr.  Riggs.  Okay. 

Well,  I  have  an  order  ranking  here  from  1  to  12  and  at  the  very 
top  of  the  list  is  our  colleague,  Congresswoman  Harman. 

We  will  hear  from  her  first. 

Ms.  Harman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Riggs  and  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  say  our  thoughts  are  with  your  wife. 

I  am  happy  to  accept  the  first-in  award  and  testify  on  behalf  of 
three  projects.  Let  me  mention  that  a  number  of  my  constituents 
are  here  and  you  will  be  hearing  from  them  later,  and  they  include 
Rancho  Palos  Verdes,  Councilman  Lee  Byrd,  and  John  McTaggert 
who  will  testify  about  the  Rancho  Palos  Verdes  Coastline  Stabiliza- 
tion Project.  Greg  Woodell  from  the  Los  Angeles  County  Depart- 
ment of  Beaches  and  Harbors,  who  will  discuss  the  Marina  Del  Rey 
and  Ballona  Creek  Feasibility  Study  and  in  this  room;  Rich 
Atwater,  the  General  Manager  of  the  West  Basin  Municipal  Water 
District,  which  you  have  supported  robustly  in  the  past,  and  I  hope 
you  will  continue  to  do  so. 

On  Rancho  Palos  Verdes,  there  is  an  active  landslide  which  con- 
tinues to  wreak  havoc  on  the  Palos  Verdes  fragile  coastline  envi- 
ronment. Marine  life  off  the  coast  is  heavily  impacted  by  the  ero- 
sion of  tens  of  millions  of  tons  of  soil.  A  study  has  been  begun,  a 
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feasibility  study,  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  we  are  asking  for 
money  to  complete  it. 

Last  year,  sadly,  that  money  was  not  included  in  the  fiscal  1996 
budget  but,  hopefully,  the  1997  budget  will  include  $250,000.  I  feel 
fairly  confident  that  the  administration  will  include  this  request  in 
its  budget  submission. 

On  Marina  Del  Ray,  that  is  the  largest  man-made — person-made, 
Lynn  Woolsey — harbor — small  craft  harbor  in  the  country,  and  it 
has  recently  been  plagued  by  storm-generated  sediment  shoaling 
which  has  blocked  the  marina's  entrance.  We  were  able  just  a  few 
weeks  ago  to  get  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  reprogram  some 
money  and  some  short-term  dredging  is  under  way  now.  But  we 
need  a  long-term  solution  to  this  problem. 

The  Corps  has  completed  a  reconnaissance  study  and  is  poised 
to  begin  its  feasibility  study  and  $200,000  was  appropriated  last 
year,  but  we  need  another  500 — ^200,000  last  year,  another 
$500,000  this  year,  and  I  hope  the  committee  will  grant  this  re- 
quest. 

And  finally,  the  Nation's  largest  water  recycling  plant  is  the  Los 
Angeles  area  water  reclamation  and  reuse  project  which  you  and 
Mr.  Bevill,  I  know,  are  familiar  with.  It  is  open.  It  is  processing  15 
million  gallons  per  day,  next  year  up  to  35  million  gallons  per  day, 
and  finally  when  completed  at  the  end  of  the  decade,  100  million 
gallons  per  day. 

And  this  is  just  critical  as  a  way  to  make  Los  Angeles  County 
drought  proof.  Rich  Atwater  will  be  here  later  to  talk  about  it,  but 
we  are  asking  for  $15  million.  This  is  an  installment  payment  on 
a  total  Federal  pajrment  of  $50  million,  toward  completion  of  the 
project. 

These  are  the  three  projects  that  are  my  priorities.  I  am  happy 
to  present  them  to  you,  and  I  yield  back  my  time. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  We  thank  the  gentlelady  for  her  testimony,  and 
should  note  that  obviously  we  will  have  Members  from  all  parts  of 
the  State  testifying  today,  and  there  will  obviously  be,  I  think, 
some  overlapping  requests  presented  to  the  subcommittee  today. 
We  would  like  to  make  note  of  that  when  those  requests  come  be- 
fore the  subcommittee. 

Chairman  Myers  reminds  me  that  all  prepared  statements  will 
be  placed  in  the  record.  And  I  should  also  announce  at  this  point 
in  time  that  our  colleague,  Congressman  Bill  Thomas,  wanted  to  be 
present  this  morning  to  present  testimony  regarding  projects  in  his 
district,  but  cannot  be  present  due  to  an  unavoidable  conflict. 

So  with  that,  we  will  thank  the  gentlelady  and  excuse  her  and 
move  next  to  our  colleague.  Congressman  Ken  Calvert. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Harman  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  BEFORE  THE  ENERGY  AND  WATER  SUBCOMMirTEE 

COMMirTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

CONGRESSWOMAN  JANE  HARMAN 

MARCH  6, 1996 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chainnan  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to 
appear  this  morning  to  request  your  continued  support  for  three  projects  in  my  District. 

I  would  like  to  provide  you  with  a  brief  overview  of  these  projects  and  allow  my 
constituents  to  fully  explain  the  specifics.  Before  proceeding,  I  would  like  to  take  a  moment  to 
introduce  these  individuals  who  will  testify  later  today.  Rancho  Palos  Verdes  Councilmen  Lee 
Byrd  and  John  McTaggert  will  testify  on  the  crucial  Rancho  Palos  Verdes  Coastline  Stabilization 
Project.  Gregory  Woodell,  from  the  Los  Angeles  County  Department  of  Beaches  and  Harbors, 
will  discuss  the  Marina  Del  Rey  and  Ballona  Creek  Feasibility  Study.  Finally,  Richard  Atwater, 
the  General  Manager  of  the  West  Basin  Municipal  Water  District  will  speak  to  the  District's 
innovative  Los  Angeles  Area  Wastewater  Reclamation  and  Reuse  Project. 

RANCHO  PALOS  VERDES  COASTLINE  STABILIZATION  PROJECT 

An  active  landslide  continues  to  wreiik  havoc  on  the  Palos  Verdes  fragile  coastal 
environment.  Marine  life  off  the  coast  is  heavily  impacted  by  the  erosion  often  million  tons  of 
soil.  Furthermore,  the  landslide  repeatedly  causes  severe  damage  to  a  major  city  roadway  in 
Rancho  Palos  Verdes. 

Completion  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  feasibility  study  is  essential  to  determine 
whether  coastline  stabilization  is  feasible  and  likely  to  succeed.  If  so,  the  project  may  be  treated 
by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  as  valuable  mitigation  credit  by  protecting  habitat  for  the 
California  Gnatcatcher,  an  endangered  species 

This  project  is  authorized  in  Section  712  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of 
1986    While  a  reconnaissance  study  was  completed  in  May,  1992,  and  funding  to  begin  a 
feasibility  study  was  provided  by  the  Committee  in  Fiscal  Year  1993,  no  funds  were  provided  for 
the  project  in  the  FY  1996  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  bill.  I  request  that  the  Committee 
provide  $250,000  in  FY  1997  to  allow  the  Corps  to  continue  this  feasibility  study,  the  total  cost 
of  which  is  estimated  to  be  $1.6  million.  I  feel  fairly  confident  that  the  Administration  will  include 
this  request  in  its  FY  1997  budget  submission. 
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MARINA  DEL  REY  AND  BALLONA  CREEK  FEASIBILITY  STUDY 

Marina  del  Rey  is  the  largest  man-made,  small-craft  harbor  in  the  Country    Unfortunately, 
it  has  been  recently  plagued  by  storm-generated  sediment  shoaling  which  has  blocked  the 
Marina's  entrance  channels.  As  we  speak,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  County  of 
Los  Angeles  are  using  existing  funds  to  conduct  an  emergency  dredging  project  to  be  completed 
before  April  15. 

The  Corps  has  completed  a  reconnaissance  study  and  is  poised  to  begin  a  feasibility  study 
to  finally  reach  a  long-term  solution  to  the  problems  at  the  Marina.  The  study's  scope  is  now 
being  finalized  with  input  from  various  parties  including  the  Corps,  the  County,  and  local 
environmentalists  like  Heal  the  Bay  and  the  Santa  Monica  Bay  Restoration  Project. 

This  project  was  authorized  in  a  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  adopted  September 
28,  1994,  and  has  been  strongly  supported  by  the  Committee  in  the  past.  Last  year's  FY  1996 
Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  bill  provided  $200,000  of  the  project's  estimated  $2.8  million 
cost.  In  order  to  determine  an  economical  and  environmentally  safe  disposal  option  for 
contaminated  sediments  at  the  Marina  and  to  eliminate  or  reduce  the  flow  of  contaminants  into 
the  Marina's  entrance,  I  request  that  Committee  provide  $500,000  for  the  feasibility  study  in  FY 
1997. 

LOS  ANGELES  AREA  WATER  RECLAMATION  AND  REUSE  PROJECT 

The  Los  Angeles  Area  Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse  Project  in  El  Segundo  is  the  nation's 
largest  water  recycling  plant,  and  is  already  helping  to  "drought-proof  the  Los  Angeles  Area. 
The  project  was  officially  opened  in  October  1 994  and  provides  1 5  million  gallons  per  day  of 
recycled  water,  an  amount  which  will  increase  to  35  million  gallons  per  day  next  year.  When 
completed,  the  project  will  provide  100,000  acre-feet  of  highly-treated  water  each  year  for 
municipal  and  industrial  applications.  Furthermore,  this  important  endeavor  protects  the  South 
Bay's  fragile  coastline  by  keeping  billions  of  gallons  of  sewage  from  reaching  Santa  Monica  Bay. 

This  project  is  authorized  in  Title  XVI  of  Public  Law  102-575,  and  has  received 
Committee  support  since  the  project's  inception.  The  FY  1996  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations 
bill  provided  $8.3  million  for  this  project.  In  order  to  complete  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  $50 
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million  commitment  to  the  project  by  Fiscal  Year  1998, 1  request  that  the  Committee  provide  $15 
million  in  FY  1997  funds  for  the  project 

CONCLUSION 

Mr  Chairman,  the  aforementioned  projects  are  crucial  investments  in  Southern 
California's  economy  and  its  environment.  I  hope  that  the  Committee  continues  to  show  its 
strong  support  for  these  endeavors  by  granting  these  funding  requests. 

Thank  you. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  KEN  CALVEAT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Calvert.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  know  you  have  many  folks  here  today,  so  I  will  be  brief  and 
respectfully  ask  unanimous  consent  that  my  full  statement  be  en- 
tered into  the  record. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  Calvert.  I  would  like  to  welcome  a  few  of  my  constituents 
here  today  to  testify  on  behalf  of  many  important  water  projects  to 
my  district. 

First,  supervisor  John  Tavaglione,  a  very  close  friend  of  mine,  is 
here  to  testify  for  Riverside  Countjr's  Flood  Control  District.  He  will 
be  seeking  continued  funding  for  the  Santa  Ana  Mainstem  Project, 
the  Norco  Bluffs  Project,  along  with  funds  for  the  Murrieta  Creek, 
Gunnerson  Pond  and  the  Santa  Margarita  River  Basin. 

You  will  also  be  hearing  from  several  folks  from  the  Elsinore  Val- 
ley Water  District  and  the  Eastern  Municipal  Water  District.  They 
will  be  seeking  continued  support  for  their  projects,  along  with  the 
small  Reclamation  Projects  Act  Program. 

This  program  is  one  of  the  best  programs  our  government  has. 
It  provides  assistance  for  critical  infrastructure  and  emphasizes 
local  and  Federal  cooperation. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  speak 
this  morning  £md  your  continued  efforts  in  assisting  our  water  re- 
source needs. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Calvert  follows:] 
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Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  know  you  have  many  folks  to  hear  from  today,  so  I  will  be  brief  and  respectfully 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  my  full  statement  be  entered  into  the  record. 

I  would  like  to  welcome  a  few  of  my  constituents,  who  are  here  today  to  testify  on 
behalf  of  many  important  water  projects  to  my  district.  First,  Supervisor  John 
Tavaghone,  a  close  friend  of  mine,  is  here  to  testify  for  Riverside  Coimty's  Flood 
Confrol  District.  He  will  be  seeking  continued  funding  for  the  Santa  Ana 
Mainstem  project,  Norco  Bluffs  project,  along  with  funds  for  Murrieta  Creek, 
Gunnerson  Pond,  and  the  Santa  Margarita  River  Basin. 

You  will  also  be  hearing  from  several  folks  from  Elsinore  Valley  Water  District 
and  Eastern  Municipal  Water  District.  They  will  be  seeking  continued  support  for 
their  projects  along  with  the  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act  program.  This 
program  is  one  of  the  best  programs  our  government  has.  It  provides  assistance  for 
critical  infrastructure  and  emphasizes  local  and  federal  cooperation. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  this  morning  and 
your  continued  efforts  in  assisting  our  water  resource  needs. 
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PROJECTS  FOR  FY  1997  ENFRGY  &  WATF.R  APPROPRIATIONS  BILL 

ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  PROJECTS: 

♦Santa  Ana  River  -  Mainstem  $52,000,000 

(Construction  -  General) 

*Santa  Ana  River  -  Norco  Bluffs  $  1 80,000 

(Initiate  design) 

*Santa  Margarita  River  Basin  $750,000 

(Reconnaissance  Study) 

*Murrieta  Creek  $  1 50,000 

(Section  22,  Planning  Assistance  to  States) 

*GunnersonPond  $490,000 

(Section  1135) 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION  PROJECTS: 

♦Temescal  Valley  Project  $2,000,000 

(PL84-984  &  Treasury  Bonds) 

♦Eastern  Municipal  Water  District  $3 ,887,700 

(PL84-984) 

♦Salton  Sea  Authority  $400,000 

♦Overall  funding  for  the  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act  Loan  Program,  including 
8  projects  and  1  pending. 
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Rep.  Calvert's  testimony  continued. 

(The  following  is  to  be  added  into  the  record.) 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  MAINSTEM 

Construction  on  the  Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem  began  in  the  spring  of  1 990  and  has  moved 
smoothly  since.  Construction  has  been  completed  on  the  Oak  Street  Drain  in  Riverside  County. 
I  am  supporting  Riverside  County  Flood  Control  District's  request  for  $52  million  in 
construction,  which  is  the  fianding  requested  in  the  Administration's  budget. 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  AT  NORCO  BLUFFS 

Because  of  the  dangerous  situation  caused  by  the  Santa  Ana  flows  undermining  the  bluffs  at 
Norco,  this  project  must  proceed  expeditiously.  Therefore,  I  ask  for  your  support  of  the  District's 
request  for  $180,000  to  initiate  design  work  for  this  critical  project. 

SANTA  MARGARITA  RIVER  BASIN 

In  January  1993,  the  cities  of  Murrieta  and  Temecula  experienced  over  $10  million  in  flood 
damages  from  the  Murrieta  Creek  overflow.  Camp  Pendleton  suffered  serious  damage  due  to 
overflow  of  the  Santa  Margarita  River  overflow.  I  seek  your  support  of  $750,000  to  initiate  a 
reconnaissance  study  on  the  Santa  Margarita  River  Basin, 

MURRIETA  CREEK 

While  cleaning  and  restoration  work  along  Murrieta  Creek  occurred  after  the  1993  floods,  a  plan 
is  needed  for  creek/floodplain  maintenance  which  will  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  regulatory 
agencies  until  a  project  is  in  place.  Please  support  $150,000  under  Section  22,  Planning 
Assistance  to  the  States. 

GUNNERSON  POND 

In  order  to  create  a  permanent  wetland  and  waterfowl  habitat  in  the  Gunnerson  Pond  area  in 
Lake  Elsinore,  Riverside  County,  I  support  the  District's  request  of  $490,000  to  prepare  a  Project 
Modification  Report  and  to  initiate  design  for  the  Gunnerson  Pond  project.    The  project  is  under 
the  authority  of  Section  1 135  and  I  am  seeking  funds  within  available  funds. 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION  SMALL  PROJECTS  LOAN  PROGRAM 

I  very  much  appreciate  your  continuing  support  of  Eastern  Municipal  Water  District's  unique 
wastewater  reclamation  project  in  southwest  Riverside  County.  They  are  seeking  $3,887,700. 
In  addition,  I  seek  your  continued  support  for  the  flinding  requests  for  the  eight  projects  under 
the  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act  and  the  one  pending  project.  Three  of  these  projects  are  in 
or  near  my  district.  They  are  the  Temescal  Valley  project  ~  $2  million,  Chino  Basin 
Desalination  project  and  the  San  Sevaine  project.  Finally,  I  seek  your  support  for  the  Salton  Sea 
Authority  and  their  request  for  $400,000. 
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Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Calvert,  particularly  for  your  brevity. 
We  appreciate  it. 

We  also  appreciate  it  when  any  member  from  the  Southern  Cali- 
fornia delegation — I  don't  want  to  split  our  State  geographically 
this  morning,  but  when  any  member  of  our  Southern  California 
delegation  comes  before  the  subcommittee  and  testifies  that  their 
goal  is  to  help  droughtproof  the  Los  Angeles  areas.  We  in  Northern 
California  are  happy,  which  means  you  no  longer  covet  our  water. 

Mr.  Calvert,  You  are  wrong. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Again,  we  thank  the  gentleman  for  his  testimony. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 
WITNESS 

HON.  GEORGE  MILLER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  And  now  we  move  to  our  colleague.  Congressman 
George  Miller. 

Mr.  Miller.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Riggs,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Be- 
vill;  thank  you  for  your  time  and  for  your  support  in  the  past. 

Like  my  other  colleagues  here,  you  will  be  hearing  from  some  of 
our  constituents  and  you  will  be  hearing  from  Roberto  Gould  from 
the  Contra  Costa  Water  District,  and  our  new  Mayor  of  Vallejo, 
Mayor  Gloria  Exline,  later  this  afternoon.  I  am  here  in  support  of 
three  dredging  projects,  but  I  think,  as  you  hear  from  the  other 
members  of  the  Bay  area  delegation,  we  are  unified  in  our  support 
of  all  of  these — all  of  these  dredging  efforts. 

The  Port  of  Richmond  Deepening  Project,  which  is  in  my  district, 
the  continuation  of  the  importance  of  the  Baldwin  Ship  Channel 
that  runs  from  San  Francisco  Bay  into  Stockton,  and  finally,  the 
resumption  of  dredging  along  the  Vallejo  waterfront,  where  the 
Naval  shipyard  is  closing  after  140  years. 

We  want  to  make  sure  that  waterfront  can  continue  to  be  used 
for  economic  activity  support  and  we  already  have  people  who  are 
intending  to  lease  facilities  on  the  economic  conversion  of  that  ship- 
yard, based  upon  their — the  availability  of  the  port  for — to  bring 
ships  in  and  out  of  that  facility.  So  I  would  hope  that  you  would 
support  that. 

I  am  also  here  in  strong  support  of  the  work  that  was  supported 
by  this  subcommittee  last  year,  and  that  is  for  the  fish  screens  and 
the  recovery  facilities  at  Rock  Slough,  which  is  the  intake  for  the 
drinking  water  supply  for  most  of  the  people  in  my  district  and 
Congressman  Baker's  district.  This  is  as  a  result  of  a  government 
requirement  that  we  do  something  to  improve  the  damage  that  is 
being  done  currently  by  the  taking  of  this  water  from  the  river. 
And  last  year,  the  committee  supported  this  with  $80,000  to  begin 
the  design  effort,  and  this  year  we  are  asking  for  $1.5  million. 

In  my  extended  testimony,  I  have  other  comments  about  my  con- 
cern about  funding  for  the  San  Luis  Drain  that  I  would  hope  would 
not  be  funded,  and  also  the  potential  transfer  of  Bureau  of  Rec- 
lamation facilities.  But  I  will  leave  that  for  my  longer  statement. 
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I  would  hope  that  you  would  give  favorable  consideration  to  these 
projects  that  I  have  mentioned. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  the  gentleman's 
testimony. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Miller  follows:] 
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Statement  of 

CONGRESSMAN  GEORGE  MILLER 

7th  District  -  California 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
House  Appropriations  Committee 

March  6, 1996 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  come 
before  you  to  discuss  several  of  the  very  important  projects  in  the  7th  Congressional 
District  of  California.  As  the  senior  Democratic  Member  of  the  Committee  on 
Resources,  I  will  also  offer  some  of  my  views  on  energy  and  water  development 
issues  that  are  important  to  both  the  authorizing  and  appropriations  committees. 

Corps  of  Engineers 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  requesting  that  this  Subcommittee  continue  funding  for 
several  important  ongoing  Corps  of  Engineers'  projects  for  the  7th  Congressional 
District.  These  projects  meet  the  strict  economic  and  environmental  criteria 
estabUshed  by  federal  law.  They  are  also  supported  by  local  governments,  and  by 
the  State  of  California.  I  beheve  they  deserve  your  support  as  well. 

I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  provide  adequate  funding  for  the  dredging  and 
navigation  projects  supported  by  the  California  Marine  Affairs  and  Navigation 
Conference  (CMANC). 

In  particular,  the  Port  of  Richmond  Deepening  Project  is  a  matter  of 
continuing  importance  to  me.  Most  of  the  work  on  this  project  is  scheduled  to  take 
place  in  FY  1997.  The  Port  requires  at  least  $8  million  in  construction  funding  for 
the  deepening  project  in  FY  1997.  I  also  fully  support  continued  funding  for 
operation  and  maintenance  dredging  at  the  inner  and  outer  harbor. 
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Other  dredging  projects  for  channel  deepening  and  operation  and 
maintenance  are  a  critical  concern  in  the  district  and  in  the  entire  Bay  Area.  It  is  my 
hope  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  budget  request  for  FY  1997  will  address  the  need 
to  appropriate  sufiBcient  construction  funds  to  continue  the  deepening  of  critical 
navigation  channels  in  the  Bay  Area,  including  $650,000  for  the  Baldwin  Phase  of 
the  San  Francisco  to  Stockton  Ship  Channel.  I  am  also  looking  forward  to 
discussions  of  new  alternatives  that  I  imderstand  are  now  being  considered  for  the 
Baldwin  Ship  Channel.  It  is  critical  that  all  the  dredging  projects  remain  fully 
funded  and  on  schedule  as  they  are  vital  to  the  economic  viability  and  expansion 
potential  of  the  Bay  Area  and  the  State  of  California.  I  understand  you  will  be 
receiving  testimony  from  Roberta  Goulart,  the  executive  ofiBcer  of  the  Contra  Costa 
County's  water  agency  in  my  district. 

One  additional  critical  Corps  project  that  I  would  like  to  bring  to  your 
attention  is  the  resumption  of  dredging  of  Mare  Island  Strait  and  an  additional  short 
length  reaching  to  the  Vallejo  Waterfront  in  my  district.  Until  two  years  ago,  the 
Navy  and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  dredged  Mare  Island  Strait  when  the  Mare 
Island  Naval  Shipyard  was  active.  Scheduled  to  close  its  gates  after  over  140  years 
of  operation  this  April  1,  the  Strait  is  not  deep  enough  for  most  major  ship  tra£5c 
and  therefore  poses  a  critical  obstacle  to  the  successful  economic  development  of 
Mare  Island  and  the  City  of  Vallejo  in  the  wake  of  the  Navy's  departure. 

A  major  component  of  the  reuse  plan  for  the  shipyard  is  to  lease  space  to  a 
private  firm  that  has  a  long-term  contract  to  dismantle  mothballed  Navy  ships 
located  in  nearby  Suisim  Bay.  The  firm,  Pegasus,  has  signed  a  preliminary  lease 
with  the  City  of  Vallejo  to  use  Mare  Island  for  this  purpose  but  cannot  finalize  the 
lease  unless  the  Strait  is  deepened  to  35  feet.  Another  firm,  XKT  Engineering,  a 
steel  fabricator,  needs  a  deeper  Strait  to  transport  its  materials.  Pegasus  and  XKT 
alone  are  expected  to  generate  between  200  and  400  jobs  at  Mare  Island.  This 
deepening  project  would  allow  these  and  additional  firms  with  deep  channel 
requirement  to  usse  Mare  Island  as  the  home  for  their  expanding  business. 

The  Mayor  of  Vallejo,  Gloria  Exline,  will  be  offering  testimony  to  you  today 
on  behalf  of  this  critical  project  and  it  is  my  understanding  that  this  project  already 
has  bi-partisan  support.  It  is  my  hope  that  the  Corps  and  this  subcommittee  will 
provide  adequate  flmding,  estimated  at  $2  million,  for  deepening  of  the  Mare  Island 
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Strait  and  dredging  an  additional  length  reaching  to  the  Vallejo  waterfront  to 
facilitate  economic  development  in  this  area  that  has  been  dependent  on  the  now- 
departing  Navy  for  jobs  and  economic  growth  for  over  a  century. 


Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  several  matters  affecting  programs  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  that  I  would  like  to  mention  at  this  time. 

Fish  Screen  at  Rock  Slough 

The  Subcommittee  last  year  supported  an  appropriation  of  $80,000  to  begin 
work  on  fish  screening  and  recovery  facilities  at  Rock  Slough,  the  intake  location 
for  the  Contra  Costa  Water  District.  This  project  is  specifically  authorized  in 
section  3406(bX5)  of  P.L.  102-575,  the  Reclamation  Projects  Authorization  and 
Adjustment  Act  of  1992.  I  appreciate  the  Subcommittee's  attention  to  this  project. 

Installation  offish  screens  at  Rock  Slough  will  dramatically  improve  our 
chances  of  meeting  the  fishery  restoration  and  protection  goals  estabhshed  by  the 
Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act. 

I  am  concerned  that  fimding  for  this  project  may  be  eliminated  this  year, 
despite  the  Federal  government's  requirement  that  prompt  action  be  taken  pursuant 
to  a  biological  opinion  issued  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  The  feasibihty 
study  for  this  project  is  well  under  way  and  will  be  completed  this  summer. 
Following  completion  of  the  feasibility  study,  the  Bureau  will  be  able  to  begin  the 
necessary  environmental  analysis,  pre-design  and  design  engineering,  which  is 
expected  to  take  approximately  one  year.  The  Bureau  estimates  that  the  Federal 
share  of  environmental  analysis,  pre-design  and  design  engineering  will  cost 
approximately  $1,500,000  during  that  time.  I  urge  this  Subcommittee  to  approve 
continued  funding  for  the  Rock  Slough  project  in  FY  1997. 
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Implementation  of  Public  Law  102-575 

In  October  of  1992,  President  George  Bush  signed  into  law  P.L.  102-575,  the 
Reclamation  Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act  of  1992.  We  are  now  well 
into  the  fourth  ^propriations  cycle  for  the  projects  and  programs  authorized  by  this 
law.  Although  P.L.  102-575  is  most  often  associated  with  water  resource  programs 
in  California,  the  law  also  affects  dozens  of  Bureau  of  Reclamation  projects  serving 
millions  of  citizens  throughout  the  Western  United  States. 

P.L.  102-575  presents  many  challenges  and  opportunities  for  this 
Subcommittee,  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  for  cities  and  water  users 
throughout  the  West.  I  will  enthusiastically  continue  to  support  funding  for 
programs  authorized  by  P.L.  102-575.  However,  I  must  make  clear  my 
determination  that  all  matters  pertaining  to  implementation  of  this  complex  law  be 
considered  in  conjunction  with  the  authorizing  committee. 

In  particular,  any  proposals  presented  to  this  Subcommittee  that  would  aifect 
implementation  of  any  title  of  P.L.  102-575,  including  the  administration  of  Title  34, 
the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act,  would  fall  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  on  Resources.  It  would  be  my  pleasure  as  senior  Democratic  Member 
of  the  Committee  on  Resources  to  continue  to  cooperate  ftilly  with  this 
Subconmiittee  as  implementation  of  this  important  law  continues. 

Transfer  of  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Facilities 

I  am  concerned  that  this  Subcommittee  may  be  asked  to  express  support  for 
changes  in  the  Reclamation  laws  that  would  allow  local  project  beneficiaries  to 
assume  ownership  of  all  or  part  of  various  Reclamation  projects.  While  I  am  not 
necessarily  opposed  to  such  proposals,  and  in  fact  have  supported  some  of  them  in 
the  past,  I  must  strongly  caution  this  Subcommittee  that  such  proposals  are  clearly 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on  Resources. 


Prohibition  on  Studving  Terminus  for  San  Luis  Drain 

For  many  years,  this  Subcommittee  and  the  Congress  barred  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  from  using  any  funds  to  study  or  to  construct  the  San  Luis  Drain  or  any 
other  mechanism  to  transport  agricultural  wastewater  from  the  Central  Valley  to  the 
Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta.  Althou^  the  cleanup  of  Kesterson  Reservoir  is 
now  complete  and  the  subsurface  drains  in  the  Westlands  Water  District  are  still 
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plugged,  the  San  Luis  Drain  represents  a  continuing  threat  to  water  quality  in  the 
Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  and  San  Francisco  Bay.  The  San  Luis  Drain  is  not  a 
solution  to  the  Valley's  drainage  problem;  it  merely  transfers  the  drainage  problem 
and  the  toxic  water  pollution  to  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta. 

As  my  colleagues  on  this  Subcommittee  are  aware.  Congress  has  spent  nearly 
$50  million  since  1985  on  studies  of  the  irrigation  drainage  problems  in  California's 
Central  Valley.  MiUions  more  were  spent  on  drainage  studies  prior  to  1985,  when 
the  San  Joaquin  Valley  Drainage  Study  Program  began.  The  studies  have 
demonstrated  that  reasonable  and  economically  feasible  alternatives  to  completing 
the  San  Luis  Drain  to  a  disposal  point  in  the  Delta  are  available. 

The  San  Luis  Drain  was  authorized  more  than  thirty  years  ago,  long  before 
we  experienced  the  environmental  disaster  at  Kesterson  Reservoir.  The  waterfowl 
deaths  and  deformities  at  Kesterson  were  directly  caused  by  toxic  irrigation 
drainage  water,  and  we  cannot  allow  that  tragedy  to  be  repeated  further 
downstream.  I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  include  the  previous  ban  on  using  any 
funds  to  study  or  to  construct  the  San  Luis  Drain  or  any  other  mechanism  which 
would  transport  agricultural  wastewater  from  the  Central  Valley  to  the  Sacramento- 
San  Joaquin  Delta. 

Kesterson  Reservoir  and  Drainage  Studies:  Repayment  of  Costs 
My  colleagues  on  the  Subcommittee  are  aware  that  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  over  a  year  ago  provided  the  Congress  with  its  report  concerning  the 
past  and  anticipated  future  expenditures  for  the  Kesterson  Reservoir  Cleanup 
Program  and  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  Drainage  Program.  This  report  was  requested 
by  the  Conference  Report  accompanying  the  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Appropriation  Act  of  1991.  Expenditures  made  since  1985  and  considered  in  the 
report  total  approximately  $80  million. 

The  Bureau's  report  notes  that  current  law  requires  that  a  substantial  portion 
of  expenditures  made  for  Kesterson  cleanup  and  drainage  study  activities  must  be 
reimbursed  by  project  beneficiaries.  The  report  also  suggests  that  Congress  may 
wish  to  consider  alternative  plans  for  some  of  these  expenditures,  including  the 
alternative  of  making  some  of  the  costs  nonreimbursable.  Unfortxinately,  no  action 
has  been  taken  to  implement  these  recommendations,  and  no  drainage  study  or 
cleanup  costs  have  been  reimbursed.  Legislative  language  in  the  FY  1996  Energy 
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and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Act  further  delayed  collection  of  these 
expenses  and  resolution  of  these  issues.  If  Congress  intended  to  defer  indefinitely 
collection  of  these  reimbursable  costs  as  requested  by  the  project  beneficiaries,  why 
did  we  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  prepare  this  report  six  years  ago?  I 
urge  the  Subcommittee  to  direct  the  Secretary  to  collect  all  expenses  that  are 
reimbursable  under  law. 

One  of  my  highest  priorities  is  to  make  sure  that  the  events  at  Kesterson 
Reservoir  are  never  repeated.  I  also  beUeve  that  the  costs  of  the  cleanup  and  the 
related  drainage  studies  should  be  properly  and  fairly  allocated.  I  wish  to  assure  my 
colleagues  on  the  Subcommittee  that  I  intend  to  work  closely  on  these  issues  with 
the  Chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Water  and  Power  Resources. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  address  the  Subcommittee 
this  morning  and  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  behalf  of  these  and  other 
important  energy  and  water  projects. 
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Mr.  RiGGS.  And  I  would  like,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Mr.  Bevill,  just 
to  note  for  the  record,  and  I  would  also  like  to  note  that  our  good 
friend  and  colleague.  Congressman  Vic  Fazio  joins  us  at  this  point 
in  time. 

Congressman  Miller  alluded  in  his  testimony  to  the  fact  that  the 
Mare  Island  dredging  has  bipartisan  support,  and  that  really  is  a 
reflection  of  the  strong  support  that  both  Congressman  Miller  and 
I  are  giving  to  that  particular  dredging  project.  So  we  appreciate 
his  testimony  this  morning. 

Mr.  Miller.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Riggs. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  RICHARD  W.  POMBO,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  I  would  like  to  turn  now  to  our  colleague,  Richard 
Pombo. 

Mr,  Pombo.  Thank  you  Mr.  Riggs,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  com- 
mittee. 

I,  too,  will  try  to  keep  mine  very  brief,  because  I  know  that  you 
have  a  lot  of  these  to  go  through. 

I  would  like  to  start  off  by  mentioning  that  I,  too,  have  constitu- 
ents who  will  be  testifying  today.  George  Barber,  who  is  a  super- 
visor in  San  Joaquin;  Alex  Krgysman,  who  is  a  director  of  the  Port 
of  Stockton;  Jerry  Kennedy,  who  is  representing  the  Stockton  East 
Water  District  and  the  City  of  Stockton,  will  also  be  providing  tes- 
timony here  today  as  well. 

By  way  of  background,  I  represent  the  northern  part  of  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley,  the  majority  of  the  San  Joaquin  delta  also  is  within 
my  district.  So  a  lot  of  the  water  problems  that  exist  in  California 
are  concentrated  in  my  district  because  of  the  unique  nature  of 
that.  Part  of  our  biggest  problem  over  the  years  has  been  water 
management,  as  well  as  the  development  of  new  water  resources. 

In  that  light,  I  would  like  to  endorse  the  following  projects  for 
fiscal  year  1997,  starting  off  with  the  Auburn  Dam,  which  is  an  $8 
million  appropriation,  the  purpose  of  which  was  to  facilitate  the 
construction  of  a  facility  that  would  increase  the  amount  of  water 
available  in  California. 

Another  project  is  the  water  recycling  and  reuse  project  in  the 
City  of  Tracy.  It  is  a  $500,000  appropriation.  This  is  intended  to 
be  used  to  recycle  and  reuse  current  water  in  the  city  of  Tracy,  to 
expand  upon  our  ability  to  manage  our  water  locally  there. 

The  Stockton  Metropolitan  Area  Study  and  the  Farmington  Dam 
Evaluation,  this  is  a  study  to  increase  the  capacity  of  the  Farming- 
ton  Dam  to  $160,000  acre  feet,  which  will  help  in  the  eastern  part 
of  my  district  in  providing  water  for  a  severe  groundwater  over- 
draft problem.  The  Sacramento  San  Joaquin  Delta  investigation  is 
an  appropriation  to  determine  the  improvements  for  flood  control, 
to  stop  saltwater  intrusion,  to  improve  navigation,  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife,  long-term  management  of  the  delta  region. 
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Also,  the  Stockton  Deep  Water  Channel  Reconnaissance  Report, 
which  you  will  hear  about  in  detail  later  on,  but  it  is  to  examine 
the  feasibility  of  deepening  the  Stockton  Channel. 

And  in  conclusion,  I  would  also  like  to  mention  a  couple  of  other 
California  projects.  The  Shasta  Dam  Temperature  Control  Device 
in  Northern  California;  the  San  Joaquin  River  Flood  Release  Co- 
ordination Project,  which  affects  most  of  the  valley;  the  fish  screen 
projects  at  the  Glenn  Colusa  Irrigation  District,  which  is  in  Mr, 
Fazio's  area  in  Northern  California;  and  the  New  Melones  Water 
Management  Study  which  affects  my  district  greatly  but  it  also  af- 
fects a  number  of  the  other  valley  constituencies  as  well. 

And  having  said  that,  thank  you  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Pombo  follows:! 
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Statement 

by 

The  Honorable  Richard  W.  Pombo 

before  the 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

of  the 

House  Appropriations  Committee 

on 

March  6,  1996 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  this  subcommittee  for  conducting  this  hearing 
today  and  for  allowing  members  of  the  California  Delegation  to  express  their  support  for  projects 
to  be  included  in  the  upcoming  FY  1997  Appropriations  bill.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
share  with  you  my  support  for  some  of  the  projects  I  believe  are  vitally  important  to  the  Central 
Valley  of  California. 

Let  me  state  from  the  outset,  that  I  appreciate  all  of  your  hard  work  through  the  years  as 
both  the  Ranking  Minority  Member  and  most  recently  as  Chairman  of  this  Subcommittee.  In  an 
era  of  shrinking  federal  dollars,  let  me  assure  you  that  your  eflForts  ~  and  the  efforts  of  all  of  the 
members  of  this  Subcommittee  ~  to  secure  energy  and  water  development  fiinds  for  the  State  of 
California  have  not  gone  unnoticed.  Your  work  has  assured  the  maintenance  of  a  healthy  energy 
and  water  infrastructure  not  only  in  my  state,  but  the  entire  nation.  As  the  Representative  of  a 
district  whose  economic  survdval  is  directly  linked  to  the  quality  and  quantity  of  its  water  supply,  I 
thank  you  for  your  dedication  and  support.  Also,  I  want  to  wish  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  best  of 
luck  in  your  retirement  from  service  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

I  would  also  like  to  take  a  moment  to  recognize  the  constituents  who  are  either  from,  or 
are  representing,  my  district  whom  you  will  be  hearing  from  today.  First,  George  Barber  will  be 
speaking  in  his  capacity  as  San  Joaquin  County  Supervisor  and  as  Director  of  the  American  River 
Authority.  Also  testifying  today  is  Mr.  Jerry  Kennedy,  who  is  representing  the  Stockton  East 
Water  District.  Stockton  East  has  been  working  diligently  to  provide  the  City  of  Stockton  with  a 
steady  supply  of  surface  water  to  reduce  our  area  reliance  upon  the  groundwater  supply,  which  is 
critically  overdrafted.  In  addition,  I  would  like  to  recognize  Alexander  Krgysman,  the  Director  of 
the  Port  of  Stockton    Under  Alex's  leadership,  the  port  has  enjoyed  phenomenal  success.  Today, 
the  Port  of  Stockton  is  far  and  away  one  of  America's  finest  inland  ports    Finally,  I  would  like  to 
thank  the  California  Water  Commission  who,  once  again,  have  worked  diligently  on  behalf  of  all 
of  California's  interests  and  needs  in  this  process. 

My  district,  the  Eleventh  Congressional  District,  has  a  long,  proud  history  of  agricultural 
production.  At  the  same  time,  it  is  one  of  the  fastest  growing  counties  in  California,  putting  an 
ever  increasing  demand  on  its  urban  water  requirements.  Finally,  with  its  limited  surface  water 
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supply,  the  area  has  had  to  rely  on  groundwater  in  the  east,  which  is  in  a  state  of  critical  overdraft. 
This  --  in  conjunction  with  excessive  saltwater  intrusion  in  the  Delta,  and  the  high  levels  of  salinity 
in  the  lower  San  Joaquin  River  ~  has  made  improving  water  quality  a  top  priority  for  the  people 
in  this  region. 

It  is  wfith  this  brief  background  that  I  come  before  this  Subcommittee  to  request  funds  for 
several  projects  which,  I  believe,  will  improve  the  quality  and  enhance  the  supply  of  water  in  the 
Central  Valley  for  all  of  the  competing  and  equally  important  interests  in  my  area  ~  agricultural, 
urban  and  environmental. 


American  River  Watershed/Auburn  Dam  (CWC  201)  -  $8  MiUion 

First  and  foremost,  1  join  my  neighbor  and  colleague,  John  Doolittle,  the  Chairman  of  the 
House  Resources  Water  and  Power  Subcommittee,  in  requesting  $8  million  for  the  completion  of 
an  expandable  flood  control  dam  at  Auburn.  These  funds,  which  would  be  provided  to  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  would  help  construct  the  Auburn  facility  to  increase  the  supply  of  water  for 
users  of  the  Central  Valley  Project.  Most  importantly,  it  will  help  address  the  critical  need  for 
flood  control  in  the  City  of  Sacramento.  Failure  to  complete  a  dam  at  Auburn,  I  believe,  wall  have 
a  catastrophic  impact  on  the  residents  below  the  levees.  Damage  estimates  due  to  flooding  have 
approached  the  $  1 5  billion  mark.  Much  worse,  a  flood  would  be  sure  to  jeopardize  the  lives  of 
the  over  400,000  residents  in  the  area.  Simply  stated,  the  federal  share  for  a  flood  control  and 
storage  facility  at  Auburn  are  minimal  compared  to  potential  costs  if  a  flood  were  to  occur  in  the 
area.  The  authorization  for  an  Auburn  Dam  should  coincide  with  this  year's  appropriations 
schedule,  and  enjoys  the  support  of  nearly  all  of  the  residents  of  the  Sacramento  County,  the 
Sacramento  Area  Flood  Control  Agency  (SAFCA),  and  the  State  of  California. 


Stockton  Metropolitan  Area  Study/Farmington  Dam  Evaluation  (CWC  133)  -  $550,000 

The  prospects  for  additional  flood  control  and  surface  water  supply  for  San  Joaquin 
County  lie  in  a  proposal  to  enlarge  the  reservoir  at  the  Farmington  Dam  site  fi-om  52,000  acre  feet 
to  160,000  acre  feet.  Therefore,  I  am  requesting  an  appropriation  for  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  of  continued  funding  of  $550,000  to  perform  a  reconnaissance  study  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of  enlarging  the  existing  reservoir  at  Farmington.  Enlarging  this  reservoir,  I  believe, 
would  greatly  benefit  this  region  at  a  minimal  cost  to  the  federal  taxpayer.  This  appropriation  is 
supported  by  the  City  of  Stockton,  the  Stockton  East  Water  District,  and  the  State  of  California. 


Water  Recycling  and  Reuse  Project/City  of  Tracy  -  $500,000 

The  City  of  Tracy,  my  hometown,  is  currently  involved  in  a  public-private  project  to  reuse 
and  recirculate  a  portion  of  its  water  supply.  Pending  legislation,  H.R.  2738,  would  amend  the 
Reclamation  Recycling  and  Water  Conservation  Act  to  provide  a  25%  federal  cost  share  for  this, 
the  San  Joaquin  Area  Water  Recycling  and  Reuse  Project.  On  behalf  of  the  City  of  Tracy,  I  am 
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requesting  a  $500,000  authorization  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  participate  in  the  design, 
planning,  and  construction  of  this  important  project. 


Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  Investigation  (CWC  121)  -  $600,000 

The  Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  lies  in  the  heart  of  the  1 1th  Congressional  District. 
The  area  is  surrounded  by  over  a  thousand  levees,  which  serve  to  prevent  flooding  and  protect 
some  of  the  most  productive  agriculture  land  in  the  world.  It  is  my  hope  that  this  Subcommittee 
provide  the  Corps  with  $600,000  to  help  determine  viable  improvements  for  flood  control,  the 
salt-water  intrusion  problem,  navigation,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  the  long-term 
management  of  the  region.  This  is  an  important  issue  not  only  for  my  district,  but  for  all  of  the 
water  users  in  the  Central  Valley. 

Stockton  Deep  Water  Channel  Reconnaissance  Report  (Port  of  Stockton)  -  $650,000 

I  would  also  like  to  make  clear  my  support  for  a  request  of  $650,000  for  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  examine  the  feasibility  of  deepening  the  Stockton  Channel.  You  will  hear 
testimony  in  greater  detail  today  fi"om  my  fiiend,  Alex  Krygsman,  as  to  the  merits  of  this  project 
and  its  critical  need  for  federal  support. 

In  addition,  there  are  a  number  of  projects  put  which  I  would  like  to  share  my  continued 
support  for  including:  funding  the  Bureau  for  the  Shasta  Dam  Temperature  Control  Device  (CWC 
611);  the  San  Joaquin  River  Flood  Release  Coordination  project  (CWC  125);  and  a  new  start 
project  —  the  New  Melones  Water  Management  Study,  which  would  require  a  $150,000 
appropriation.  You  will  hear  more  detailed  testimony  fi^om  some  of  the  witnesses  today  on  these, 
and  all  of  the  worthwhile  projects  beneficial  to  the  state  of  California. 

Thank  you,  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  allowing  me  to  testify  today.  I  look  forward  to 
working  with  you,  and  all  of  my  colleagues  on  this  Subcommittee,  as  we  move  forward  with  this 
year's  appropriation  process. 
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Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Pombo. 

Did  we  understand  correctly  that  we  will  be  hearing  testimony 
later  today  from  the  Port  of  Stockton? 

Mr.  Pombo.  Yes,  they  will  be  in  later  today  and  describe  in  great 
detail  on  the  project  that  they  are  requesting  this  year. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  again. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  JERRY  LEWIS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CAUFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Congressman  Jerry  Lewis,  one  of  our  good  friends 
and  colleagues  and  appropriations  subcommittee  Chairman. 

Mr.  Lewis.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Riggs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill,  Mr.  Fazio,  I  want  to  express  my  deep 
appreciation  for  the  many,  many  years  of  support  that  we  have  re- 
ceived from  this  committee.  All  of  you  recognize  the  tremendous 
problems  we  have  with  potential  flood  difficulties  that  originate  in 
my  district  and  up  in  Orange  County  eventually  one  way  or  the 
other. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  don't  hold  your  water  very  well. 

Mr.  Lewis.  You  know,  I  thought  I  might  mention  that  one  of  the 
items  that  is  a  part  of  California  history  that  people  often  choose 
to  forget  should  be  noted  with  the  passing  of  former  CJovemor 
George — Pat  Brown,  who  put  together  a  phenomenal  compromise 
that  involved  the  reality  that  Northern  California  used  to  every 
year  have  the  kind  of  flooding  that  we  have  experienced  in  areas 
like  Oregon  and  Washington  this  year. 

Through  that  compromise,  we  developed  flood  control  projects  in 
Northern  California  that  eventually,  among  other  things,  delivered 
water  to  the  South.  And  it  was  that  working  together  in  a  non- 
partisan environment  that  allowed  us  to  really  develop  a  historical 
change  that  was  really  important  for  the  development  of  our  State. 

I  have  a  statement  that  I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record.  I 
am  not  going  to  mention  the  series  of  projects  that  we  are  con- 
cerned about  in  terms  of  detail,  but  mention  that  later  in  the  day 
that  Ken  Miller  from  San  Bernardino  County  will  be  available  for 
your  questions  and  input. 

There  is  little  doubt  that  the  committee  will  continue  to  be  con- 
cerned about  the  Santa  Ana  River  Project  that  involves  the  most 
signiflcant  potential  flooding  area  in  the  entire  country  that  is  yet 
unprojected.  While  the  water  originates  in  my  district,  I  must  say 
that  the  problem  currently  focuses  in  Orange  County,  where  even- 
tually if  we  have  100-  or  150-year  floods,  there  are  tens  of  thou- 
sands of  lives  potentially  affected,  billions  of  dollars  of  property. 

I  look  very  much  to  see  the  Orange  County  delegation  come  to- 
gether in  a  unifled  fashion,  supp>orting  the  kinds  of  compromises  if 
we  are  really  going  to  solve  the  difficulties  in  Orange  County  pres- 
ently. 

I  must  mention,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  beyond  water  projects,  this 
subcommittee  has  been  phenomenal  in  its  leadership  in  a  number 
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of  other  areas,  and  I  wanted  to  mention  to  you  today  that  one  of 
the  greatest  contributions  ever  made  by  this  subcommittee  involves 
the  proton  therapy  project  at  Loma  Linda  University.  It  involves 
cancer  treatment. 

They  are  on  the  verge  of  breakthroughs  as  a  result  of  the  work 
of  this  subcommittee  that  will  involve  not  just  noninvasive  treat- 
ment of  cancer  for  prostate  and  other  tumor  difficulties,  that  are 
limited  in  size,  but  very  shortly  we  expect  that  there  will  be  a 
major  breakthrough  in  terms  of  breast  cancer.  As  a  result  of  the 
cooperation  and  support  of  this  committee,  they  continue  to  make 
phenomenal  progress  in  this  area. 

I  want  to  express — I  have  come  today  in  part  to  express  my  deep 
appreciation  for  the  contributions  that  have  been  made. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Lewis  follows:] 


i 
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Congress  of  the  Hnited  States 

House  of  Rcprcscntatiocs 
Washington,  Bd  iom-o-i-fo 

STATEMENT  OF  CONGRESSMAN  JERRY  LEWIS 

before  the 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

As  always,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  you  and  share  with  you  a 
number  of  soudiem  California  projects  which  I  strongly  support.    I  want  to 
take  a  minute  to  express  my  appreciation  to  Chairman  Meyers  and  his 
Ranking  Member,  Tom  Bevill.    Together,  over  many  years,  you  have  both 
handled  this  Subcommittee  with  exceptional  leadership  and  fairness.    Your 
work  together  on  this  Subcommittee  is  a  model  of  how  elected  officials 
should  operate  and  cooperate  in  a  bi-partisan  spirit  to  take  care  of  the 
flood  control  and  energy  needs  of  the  country. 

I  would  like  to  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  their  fine  work  which  has 
attributed  to  the  continued  progress  of  the  Santa  Ana  Mainstem  Project.   I 
urge  the  Subcommittee  to  maintain  its  strong  support  of  this  project  and  its 
related  feamres  and  to  continue  working  on  a  series  of  projects  critical  to 
the  fumre  of  southern  California's  development.    I  would  like  to  take  a 
minute  to  introduce  San  Bernardino  County's  Transportation  and  Flood 
Control  Director  -  Ken  Miller. 

Santa  Ana  Mainstem  - 1  am  pleased  to  report  that  we  continue  to  make  a 
great  deal  of  progress  on  the  Santa  Ana  project.    Construction  on  the 
embankment  and  spillway  portion  on  the  Seven  Oaks  Dam  is  also 
proceeding  on  schedule  and  within  budget  estimates.   The  Seven  Oaks 
Dam  is  now  nearly  40%  complete.    The  estimated  budget  requirement  for 
FY  1997  is  $52  million,  which  should  also  be  reflected  in  the  President's 
budget  request.   This  includes  continued  work  on  the  Seven  Oaks  Dam, 
San  Timoteo  Creek,  Prado  Dam,  and  the  Lower  Santa  Ana  River. 
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The  Reach  One  of  the  San  Timoteo  Creek  project  and  construction  is 
near  completion.   The  funding  need  for  the  San  Timoteo  Channel  for  FY 
1997  is  $7  million. 

The  Subcommittee's  continued  support  of  funding  for  the  Santa  Ana 
Mainstem  project  will  enable  the  ongoing  design  and  construction  of  vital 
flood  protection  work  for  the  millions  of  people  who  reside  in  San 
Bernardino,  Riverside  and  Orange  County.    Furthermore,  the  project  will 
safeguard  the  billions  of  dollars  of  property  located  in  this  region. 

Mission  Zanja  Creek  -  As  a  result  of  the  reconnaissance  study  completed 
in  1994,  two  features  of  this  project  appear  to  be  economically  justified. 
The  Expanded  Inlet  Plan  and  the  Canyon  Detention  Plan.   I  am  requesting 
$190,000  for  FY  1997  to  expedite  this  project  through  the  Section  205 
Small  Flood  Control  Project  Continuing  Authorities  Program.   This 
request  will  enable  the  preparation  of  plans  and  specifications  for  this 
project. 

Seven  Oaks  Water  Conservation  Study  -  As  a  result  of  the  completed 
reconnaissance  study,  a  determination  was  made  to  pursue  water 
conservation  for  the  Seven  Oaks  Dam.   I  would  like  to  express  my  support 
for  $250,000  to  complete  the  feasibility  study  and  initiate  plans  and 
specifications  detailing  impacts  of  a  water  conservation  program  for  the 
Seven  Oaks  Dam. 

Mojave  River  Floodplain  Management  -  On  August  30,  1994,  the  San 
Bernardino  County  Flood  Control  District  (District)  and  the  Corps  entered 
into  an  agreement  to  develop  a  comprehensive  floodplain  maintenance  plan 
for  approximately  65  miles  of  the  Mojave  River.    As  part  of  the 
agreement,  the  District  will  prepare  65  miles  of  topographic  mapping. 
The  funding  need  in  FY  1997  for  this  mapping  is  $35,000. 

Mojave  River  Forks  Dam  -  Evaluate  opportunities  for  water 
conservation,  environmental  restoration,  and  enhanced  flood  control  at  and 
along  the  Mojave  River  and  tributaries  downstream  of  the  dam.   A 
resolution  for  survey  study  is  currendy  pending  in  the  Transportation  and 
Infrastructure  Committee.   $500,000 
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City  of  Victorville  Waste  Water  Reuse  Study  -  Initiate  a  study  under 
Section  217(c)(1)  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1992  to 
Provide  technical,  planning  and  design  assistance  to  the  City  of  Victorville 
leading  toward  the  construction  of  a  waste  water  reuse  facility  which  will 
provide  a  new  increment  of  municipal  water  supply.  $500, OCX) 

Inyo  County/Yucca  Mountain  -  Yucca  Mountain,  Nevada,  the  site  of  the 
proposed  high-level  waste  repository,  is  just  17  miles  from  Inyo  County, 
California,  which  shares  an  underground  aquifer  with  the  potential 
repository  site.   Inyo  County  is  the  only  California  County  involved  in  the 
effort  to  determine  impacts  on  the  local  economy  and  the  environment. 
The  county  has  been  involved  in  studying  the  local  hydrology  to  determine 
any  possible  groundwater  risks.    Should  you  decide  not  to  ftind  state  and 
local  programs,  I  request  that  Inyo  County  be  appropriate  $500,000  for 
FY  1997  to  resume  the  Inyo  County  Impact  Assessment  Program. 


San  Antonio  Creek/San  Sevaine  Creek/Norco  Bluffs  - 1  would  like  to 
urge  the  Subcommittee  to  support  these  three  projects  which  are  no  longer 
in  my  Congressional  district  but  are  essential  to  the  region. 

San  Antonio  Creek  -  $50,000  -complete  reconnaissance  study 
and  initiate  feasibility  study. 

San  Sevaine  Creek  -  $3,000,000  -initiate  Federal 
participation.  (Bureau  of  Reclamation  Project) 

Norco  Bluffs  -  $180,000  -  initiate  design. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you 
for  affording  me  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  to  present  these 
requests.   I  know  how  difficult  the  next  several  years  will  be  for  each  of 
the  Appropriations  Subcommittees  as  we  move  down  a  path  that  takes  us 
toward  a  balanced  budget.   I  am  aware  of  the  competing  interests  your 
subcommittee  must  balance.   However,  I  urge  you  to  keep  these  projects 
in  mind  when  making  your  difficult  funding  decisions. 
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Mr.  Myers.  I  am  sorry  I  didn't  get  to  meet  with  the  Loma  Linda 
group. 

Was  it  last  night? 

Mr.  Lewis.  Yesterday,  John. 

I  understand  absolutely,  and  our  thoughts  are  with  you  and  your 
family. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  am  sorry  I  didn't  get  to  meet  with  them. 

Mr.  Lewis.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman  but 

Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  you  3deld  for  a  second? 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Fazio.  I  just  thought  maybe  while  we  have  a  large  turnout 
of  the  delegation  here  and  a  room  full  of  Califomians,  that  we 
ought  to  formally  second  Mr.  Lewis'  comments  and  thank  John 
Myers  and  Tom  Bevill  for  all  the  years  they  have  contributed  to  the 
economic  development  of  our  State,  to  its  energy  development  as 
well  as  flood  protection,  water  supply  and  all  the  other  things.  And 
I  hope  everyone  would  join  me  in  a  round  of  applause  for  the  two 
gentlemen  who  are  leaving. 

[Applause.] 

Mr.  Lewis.  Mr.  Chairman 

Mr.  Bevill.  Let  me  just  say  that — I  just  want  to  say  that  you 
are  a  great  group  to  work  with  and  I  don't  know  of  any  group  that 
I  have  enjoyed  working  with  more  than  this  California  group. 

And  so  I  look  forward  to  visiting  you  in  California.  Ajiytime  I  got 
an  invitation,  I  would  go,  you  know.  So  I  am  going  to  continue  com- 
ing out  to  California  once  a  month. 

Mr.  Lewis.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  depart,  I  want  Mr.  Bevill  to  know 
that  helicopter  is  waiting, 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  would  advise  nobody  to  get  in  the  helicopter  with 
Jay  Lewis. 

Mr.  Myers.  One  time  he  caused  a  terrible  storm  out  there,  at 
least. 

Ms.  Pelosi.  And  don't  forget  the  earthquake. 

Mr.  Myers.  Be  careful  when  you  invite  him. 

Thank  you,  Vic,  and  thank  you  for  the  courtesy  you  have  given 
us  through  the  years. 

As  Mr.  Bevill  has  mentioned  here,  it  has  been  a  pleasure  work- 
ing with  you  and  for  you.  You  have  a  very  fine  delegation  that 
works  together  and  how  important  that  is  in  the  process  here. 

Your  presence  here  from  California  is  very  important.  We  have 
our  differences  between  the  Senate  and  us,  or  even  on  the  Floor  of 
the  House.  The  fact  that  you  presented  the  testimony  here,  the 
facts,  gives  us  the  tools  that  we  need  to  do  the  job.  So  we  thank 
you  for  the  job  you  are  doing  for  yourselves.  , 

Thank  you,  Vic. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Obviously,  most  of  us,  I  think,  would  assume  it,  but 
let  me  say  for  the  record  how  many  years  of  combined  experience  i 
is  represented  here  between  you? 

Mr.  Myers.  We  have  60  years.  | 

Mr.  Bevill.  Sixty.  i 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Sixty  years  of  combined  service.  J 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  were  sworn  in  the  same  minute  and  we  are! 
going  to  leave  the  same  minute.  I 

Mr.  Myers.  The  good  Lord  willing. 
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Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you.  That  is  truly  an  extraordinary  legacy. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  LYNN  WOOLSEY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  But  we  now  move  to  Congresswoman  Lynn  Woolsey. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Riggs,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Won- 
derful Ranking  Member,  Mr.  Fazio.  I  don't  know  what  we  are  going 
to  do  without  you  two.  I  mean,  you  have  been  here  the  whole  time 
for  me. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  think  L3mn  has  made  a  good  case  for  her  project. 

Ms.  Woolsey.  I  don't  have  to  say  any  more,  right? 

Mr.  Myers.  Do  you  want  to  rest  your  case  here? 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  That's  it.  We  have  got  it  all,  folks. 

Thank  you  for  all  you  have  done  to  help  me  since  I  have  been 
here,  and  for  to  help  my  district,  California's  Sixth  Congressional 
District.  You  have  been  very  good  and  I  have  enjoyed  working  with 
you. 

Today,  we  have  the  mayor  of  Corta  Madera,  Norm  Richardson, 
and  he  is  back  again.  And  he  is  here  asking  your  support  to  finish 
a  project  to  control  flooding  in  the  San  Clemente  Creek,  and  he  will 
be  providing  testimony  later  this  morning.  But  he  is  here  with  us 
today. 

I  am  going  to  talk  a  little  bit  longer  than  I  normally  do  because 
I  have  to  ask  for — talk  about  two  things  beyond  my  regular  re- 
quests. I  need  to  return  to  two  crucial  issues  that  I  thought  were 
on  track  in  fiscal  year  1996.  Even  though  the  subcommittee  did 
your  full  share  on  these  matters  last  year,  they  still  need  attention 
this  year.  They  are  not — the  first  is  an  unfinished  project,  the 
Santa  Rosa  Vernal  Pool  Preservation  Plan.  I  would  like  to  thank 
the  subcommittee  for  providing  $250,000  in  fiscal  year  1996  to  com- 
plete and  implement  the  Santa  Rosa  Vernal  Pool  Preservation 
Plan.  It  is  in  Sonoma  County.  But  I  am  very  concerned  by  reports 
that  due  to  budget  shortfalls  the  Corps  is  intending  to  make  only 
$100,000  available  for  this  effort,  Mr.  Chairman.  So  I  respectfully 
request  that  the  remaining  $150,000  be  made  available  in  1997  to 
ensure  completion  of  this  successful  project.  It  is  the  Santa  Rosa 
Vernal  Preservation  Plan. 

The  second  piece  of  unfinished  business  concerns  the  Petaluma 
Flood  Control  Project.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  City  of  Petaluma  has 
been  working  for  over  a  decade  to  develop  a  flood  control  project 
to  prevent  recurring  floods  in  Petaluma. 

The  cost-sharing  agreement  on  this  Section  205  program  was 
scheduled  to  be  signed  in  May  of  1995.  I  have  been  scheduled  three 
different  times  in  my  district  for  that  signing,  but  it  has  been  post- 
poned as  a  result  of  the  Corps'  budget,  a  budget  that  was  cut  by 
the  other  body. 

At  this  point,  the  project  has  been  considerably  delayed,  despite 
the  fact  that  it  is  already  under  construction  and  despite  the  fact 
that  a  large  local  investment  has  been  made  towards  the  project. 
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I  understand  that  the  Corps  has  made  a  request  to  reprogram 
the  funds  to  enhance  Section  205.  I  have  fingers  crossed  that  the 
subcommittee  will  approve  this  request. 

In  addition,  I  am  hopeful  and  expect  that  the  administration's 
fiscal  year  1997  budget  will  include  $1.6  million  for  construction  of 
this  Petaluma  Flood  Control  Project.  So  I  respectfully  request  that 
the  subcommittee  provide  this  full  amount  in  1997  to  enable  this 
essential  project  to  remain,  really  to  get  back  on  track.  Ten  years 
is  a  long  time  to  wait. 

Now,  turning  to  this  year's  business,  and  I  will  try  to  go  quicker, 
I  would  like  to  ask  for  continued  support  for  the  San  Clemente 
Creek  Project  and  thank  the  subcommittee  for  providing  last — 
funds  last  year  for  the  feasibility  study  and  project  design.  This 
year,  I  respectfully  request  $900,000  for  continuation  of 
preconstruction  engineering  and  design  for  the  Marin  County 
shoreline,  San  Clemente  Creek  Storm  Drainage  Reduction  Plan, 
and  Mayor  Richardson  is  here  to  talk  to  you  about  it  in  detail. 

The  next  project  of  importance  for  me  and  my  district  concerns 
the  Russian  River,  which  I  share  with  Mr.  Riggs,  which  we  share 
with  Southern  California.  And  I  appreciate  the  subcommittee's  as- 
sistance in  the  past  on  this  important  project. 

Last  year,  you  provided  $100,000  to  begin  Russian  River  environ- 
mental restoration,  and  I  understand  that  it  is  likely  that  the  ad- 
ministration will  have  $350,000  for  this  project  in  the  fiscal  year 
1997  budget.  So  I  urge  you,  I  beg  you,  to  include  that  $350,000  in 
your  budget. 

Next,  you  may  recall  that  last  year,  I  testified  in  support  of  a 
Corps  of  Engineers'  study  designed  to  help  save  the  Bolinas  La- 
goon. Mr.  Chairman,  I  request  that  the  subcommittee  appropriate 
$450,000  for  the  Corps  to  conduct  a  study  to  see  which  would  be 
the  most  effective  way  to  restore  the  health  of  Bolinas  Lagoon.  And 
later  today  Jerry  Pope  will  be  here  to  talk  to  you  about  that. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  subcommittee  to  provide  funding 
for  Corte  Madera  Creek  Flood  Control  Project,  the  project  the 
Marin  County  Board  of  Supervisors  voted  unanimously  to  support. 
It  is  important  to  me,  to  my  district  and  to  the  four  cities  that  this 
creek  goes  through,  that  $400,000  be  provided  to  resume  this  im- 
portant project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sorry  I  went  on  and  on.  I  am  usually  shorter 
than  this.  But  I  thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  all  of  these 
projects  are  of  great  importance  to  my  district. 

Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Woolsey  follows:] 
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Rep.  Tom  Bevill,  Ranking  Member 

March  6,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  the 
Subcommittee  today  in  support  of  projects  in  California's  Sixth 
Congressional  District.   First  let  me  take  the  opportunity  to 
introduce  the  mayor  of  Corte  Madera,  Norman  Richardson.   Mayor. 
Richardson  has  come  back  again  this  year  in  support  of  a  project 
to  control  flooding  on  San  Clemente  Creek  and  will  provide 
detailed  testimony  later  this  morning.   I  will  touch  on  this 
subject  briefly,  but  I  urge  you  to  give  the  Mayor  your  full 
attention  on  this  matter. 

However,  before  beginning  with  my  regular  requests  for  Fiscal 
Year  1997,  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  return  to  two  crucial 
issues,  that  I  thought  were  on  track  in  Fiscal  Year  1996. 
Even  though  the  Subcommittee  did  its  full  share  on  these  matters 
last  year,  they  still  need  prompt  attention  from  the  Subcommittee 
this  year. 

Santa  Rosa  Vernal  Pool  Preservation  Plan. 

The  first  of  the  unfinished  business  concerns  the  Santa  Rosa 
Plain  Vernal  Pool  Preservation  Plan.   I  would  like  to  thank  the 
Subcommittee  for  providing  $250,000  in  Fiscal  Year  1996  to 
complete  and  implement  the  Santa  Rosa  Plain  Vernal  Pool 
Preservation  Plan  in  Sonoma  County. 

This  effort  has  widespread  community  support  and  provides  a 
workable  solution  for  local  development  and  agricultural  needs, 
as  well  as  preservation  of  sensitive  vernal  pools.  Representative 
Riggs  is  well  versed  on  the  merits  of  this  project  since  he  was 
instrumental  in  getting  it  off  the  ground  when  he  represented  the 
Santa  Rosa  Plain  area  during  the  102nd  Congress.   I  am  delighted 
to  inform  the  Subcommittee  that  the  first  phase  of  this  plan  has 
been  completed. 

Last  year,  the  President's  budget  request  included  $250,000  in 
the  Corps  of  Engineers'  Regulatory  Budget  to  complete  and 
implement  the  preservation  plan  for  the  Santa  Rosa  Plain.   This 
Subcommittee  supported  that  funding  request,  as  did  the  full 
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Appropriations  Committee,  and  the  House  of  Representatives.   The 
report  to  accompany  the  FY  96  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Appropriations  bill  specifically  states  that  the  Appropriations 
Committee  supports  the  work  being  performed  by  the  Corps  on  the 
preservation  plan  for  the  Sonoma  County  vernal  pools  and  directs 
the  Corps  Regulatory  program  to  provide  the  funds  that  will  be 
necessary  to  complete  and  implement  the  plan. 

Nevertheless,  the  Coirps  of  Engineers  recently  informed  me  that, 
due  to  budget  shortfalls,  they  are  intending  to  make  only 
$100,000  available  for  this  effort.   I  am  very  concerned  that 
this  may  not  be  enough  to  complete  the  necessary  tasks  that 
remain.   A  partially  completed  preservation  plan  is  useless  to 
the  people  of  my  district  and  a  waste  of  taxpayer  dollars.   It  is 
vital  that  the  Corps  abide  by  Congress'  direction  to  provide  the 
funds  necessary  to  complete  the  preservation  plan  so  that  it  can 
be  successfully  implemented. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  hopeful  that  all  the  remaining  tasks  can  be 
completed  for  the  amount  the  Corps  has  agreed  to  release. 
However,  if  this  is  not  possible,  and  the  need  is  demonstrated 
for  more  than  $100,000,  then  I  would  request  the  Subcommittee 
provide  in  FY97  up  to  $150,000  in  Regulatory  Program  funds  to 
ensure  completion  of  the  Santa  Rosa  Plain  preservation  plan. 

Petaluma  Flood  Control  Project 

The  second  bit  of  unfinished  business  concerns  the  Petaluma  Flood 
Control  Project.   The  City  of  Petaluma  has  been  working  for  over 
a  decade  to  develop  a  flood  control  project  to  prevent  recurring 
flooding  which  poses  serious  risk  to  life  and  property. 

Construction  of  the  Petaluma  Flood  Control  Project  has  finally 
begun  with  the  removal  of  the  Payran  Bridge.   All  major  roads 
leading  up  to  the  bridge  have  been  closed.   This  has  been 
necessary  in  order  for  Corps  channel  construction  to  begin. 

As  you  know,  under  most  Section  205  projects,  the  local  sponsor 
is  responsible  for  25  percent  of  the  total  project  cost.   What 
makes  the  Petaluma  Flood  Control  Project  so  unique  is  that  the 
City  of  Petaluma  has  accepted  the  burden  of  providing 
approximately  75  percent  of  the  total  project  cost  and  more  than 
80  percent  of  the  total  construction  cost.   Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  very  unusual  reversal  of  the  traditional  cost-sharing 
arrangement . 

The  cost  sharing  agreement  on  this  critical  section  205  project 
was  scheduled  to  be  signed  in  May  1995,  but  has  been  repeatedly 
postponed  as  a  result  of  the  Corps  budget  which  was  cut  in  the 
other  body.   At  this  point  the  project  has  been  considerably 
delayed.   The  City  of  Petaluma  has  already  invested  huge  sums  of 
money  in  this  project,  based  primarily  on  prior  commitments  made 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers . 
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I  understand  the  Corps  has  made  a  request  to  reprogram  Section 
205  funds.   I  would  urge  the  Committee  to  approve  this  request 
since  it  will  enable  the  Corps  to  help  meet  the  FY96  requirements 
for  the  Petaluma  Flood  Control  Project.   In  addition,  I  expect 
the  Administration's  FY97  budget  request  to  include  $1.6  million 
for  construction  of  the  Petaluma  Flood  Control  Project. 
I  respectfully  request  that  the  subcommittee  provide  the  full 
amount  in  FYS?  to  enable  this  project  to  get  back  on  track. 

San  Clemente  Creek  Flood  Control  Project 

Now,  turning  to  this  year's  business,  I  would  like  to  ask  for 
your  continued  support  of  San  Clemente  Creek  Flood  Control 
Project . 

Corte  Madera  is  located  in  Marin  County  which  is  part  of  the 
Congressional  District  I  represent  and  an  area  where  I  lived  and 
raised  my  family  for  several  years.   I  know  firsthand  that 
portions  of  this  town  have  serious  flooding  problems  which  can 
occur  in  both  wet  and  dry  weather  and  will  substantially  increase 
over  time  as  settlement  continues.   There  are  more  than  500  homes 
in  the  study  area  that  are  seriously  affected  by  the  flooding 
problem. 

I  would  like  to  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  providing  funds  last 
year  for  a  feasibility  study  and  project  design  that  will  help 
solve  flooding  problems  along  the  San  Clemente  Creek  in  Corte 
Madera.   I  am  pleased  to  report  that  the  feasibility  study  is 
scheduled  for  completion  later  this  year,  and  will  be  followed 
immediately  by  pre-construction  engineering  and  design. 

I  respectfully  request  that  the  Subcommittee  provide  $900,000  for 
continuation  of  the  pre-construction  engineering  and  design  for 
the  Marin  County  Shoreline  -  San  Clemente  Creek  Storm  Damage 
Reduction  Study.   Again,  Mayor  Richardson  will  provide  further 
details  later  today  about  this  important  project,  and  I  urge  you 
to  support  him  in  his  request. 

Russian  River  Environmental  Restoration 

The  next  project  of  importance  concerns  the  Russian  River. 
Again,  I  appreciate  the  Subcommittee's  assistance  with  this 
important  project.   Last  year  the  Subcommittee  provided  funds  to 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  General  Investigation  budget  to  initiate 
the  Russian  River  Environmental  Restoration  Study.   The  Corps 
constructed  and  is  operating  two  municipal  reservoirs  on  the  110 
mile  long  Russian  River.   Current  dam  operations  have  contributed 
to  river  bank  failure,  channel  scour,  and  loss  of  private 
property  and  riparian  habitat.   In  addition,  these  operations 
have  had  a  serious  effect  on  several  species  of  once  abundant 
anadromous  fish. 

I  understand  it  is  likely,  that  the  Administration's  FY97  budget 
will  include  $350,000  for  Russian  River  Environmental 
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Restoration.   If  provided,  these  funds  will  be  used  to  gather 
critical  new  information  and  determine  the  appropriate  federal 
involvement  in  and  maintenance  of  the  Russian  River.   I  urge  the 
Subcommittee  to  provide  the  $350,000  necessary  to  complete  this 
essential  effort. 

Bolinas  Laaoon  Study 

Next,  you  may  recall  that  last  year  I  testified  in  support  of  a 
Corps  of  Engineers  study  designed  to  help  save  one  of  our 
nation's  natural  resource  treasures- -the  Bolinas  Lagoon. 
Located  in  Marin  County,  the  Bolinas  Lagoon  is  one  of  nature's 
magnificent  wonders.   Bolinas  Lagoon  provides  a  unique  coastal 
environment  for  fish,  waterfowl,  and  marine  mammals  that  is 
unparalleled  along  the  Northern  California  Coast. 

In  addition,  the  Bolinas  Lagoon  is  unique  in  that  it  adjoins  the 
Pt .  Reyes  National  Seashore,  the  Gulf  of  the  Farallones  National 
Marine  Sanctuary,  the  Tamalpais  State  Park,  and  the  Golden  Gate 
National  Recreation  Area.   These  side-by-side  protected  areas 
along  with  a  healthy  Bolinas  Lagoon  enable  an  essentially  intact 
ecosystem  to  exist.   Few  other  places  in  our  nation  offer  this 
important  opportunity  for  natural  resource  management . 

This  national  treasure,  which  has  existed  for  more  than  5,000 
years,  is  in  imminent  danger.   In  the  past  100  years,  the 
destructive  practices  of  humans  combined  with  natural  forces  have 
caused  the  lagoon  to  fill  with  sedimentation  which  is  choking  the 
lagoon  to  death.   This  has  occurred  despite  efforts  by  the  local 
community  to  preserve  the  health  of  the  lagoon,  through  efforts 
including,  watershed  management,  erosion  control,  and 
construction  of  a  sedimentation  basin. 

Not  only  will  the  loss  of  the  lagoon  harm  the  area's  ecosystem, 
but  it  also  will  impact  the  economy  of  Marin  County.   The  impact 
on  sport  and  commercial  fishing  is  already  evident.   The  nearly 
one  million  visitors  per  year  who  come  to  Marin  County  to  visit 
the  Bolinas  Lagoon  and  the  neighboring  Stinson  Beach  would  be 
lost.   Property  rentals,  restaurants,  souvenir  sales  and  other 
businesses  would  also  be  hard  hit. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  order  to  prevent  the  destruction  of  the  Bolinas 
Lagoon,  I  request  that  the  Subcommittee  appropriate  $450,000  for 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  conduct  a  study  to  determine  the  most 
effective  way  to  restore  the  health  of  Bolinas  Lagoon.   You  will 
be  hearing  testimony  later  today  from  Jerry  Pope  confirming  the 
importance  of  Bolinas  Lagoon  and  supporting  this  request  for 
funds . 

Corte  Madera  Creek  Flood  Control  Project 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Subcommittee  to  provide 
funding  for  the  Corte  Madera  Creek  Flood  Control  Project. 
Just  yesterday,  the  Marin  County  Board  of  Supervisors  Board 
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voted  unanimously  to  proceed  with  a  modified  Corte  Madera  Creek 
Flood  Control  Project.   I  will  forward  the  Subcommittee  a  copy  of 
the  resolution  that  was  adopted  by  the  Board  yesterday.   Now  that 
the  Board  has  taken  action,  I  am  very  interested  in  seeing  that 
the  Corps  receive  the  funding  they  will  need  to  proceed  with  this 
important  project. 

The  original  Corte  Madera  Creek  Flood  Control  Project  was 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962  and  was  divided  into 
four  construction  units.   Units  1,  2,  and  3  were  completed  by 
1971.   Before  the  fourth  unit  could  be  completed,  the  Corps  was 
asked  to  redesign  the  unit  to  preserve  the  natural  character  of 
the  creek.   Since  then,  the  Corps  determined  that,  at  best,  the 
concrete  channel  already  constructed  would  only  provide 
protection  against  a  seven  year  storm.   Now,  that  the  community 
has  reached  consensus  to  proceed  with  a  project  of  approximately 
40  year  level  of  protection,  I  would  very  much  appreciate  the 
Subcommittee  providing  $400,000  for  resumption  of  this  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  projects 
of  great  importance  to  the  Sixth  Congressional  District.   I 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  here  today. 
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Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  very  much,  Congresswoman  Woolsey. 

Let  me  just  ask,  since,  as  you  point  out  in  your  testimony,  you 
also  requested  funding  for  the  Bolinas  Lagoon  study  last  year.  Has 
that  particular  project  been  authorized? 

Ms.  Woolsey.  It's — no,  it  has  not  been  authorized.  And  it  will  be. 
I  mean,  we  are — they  are  working  on  it  at  the  same  time  I  am 
doing  this.  It  is  in — ^virtually  at  the  same  time.  So  I  think  it  will 
be  authorized.  I  know  we  won't  get  money  if  it  isn't  authorized.  I 
am  smart  enough  to  know  that. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  again. 

Mr.  Fazio.  We  can  do  pending  authorization. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Pending  authorization.  Okay. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  TOM  LANTOS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr,  RiGGS,  Congressman  Tom  Lantos. 

Mr.  Lantos.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Riggs,  former  Chairman 
Bevill,  Mr.  Fazio.  As  always,  Vic  Fazio  beat  me  to  the  punch  be- 
cause I  was  going  to  express  our  deep  appreciation  to  Tom  Bevill 
and  the  Chairman. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  can  do  it  again. 

Mr.  Lantos.  Well,  Tom,  I  have  a  special  reason  for  thanking  you, 
because  as  you  recall,  when  I  came  here  as  a  freshman,  you  were 
the  one  who  introduced  me  to  the  intricacies  of  this  institution  and 
I  am  deeply  grateful  to  you. 

I  also  want  to  add  that  in  losing  John  Myers  and  Tom  Bevill,  we 
are  losing  two  colleagues  who  exemplified  the  civility,  the 
collegiality,  the  graciousness  that  used  to  characterize  this  institu- 
tion and  which  we  hope  to  restore  before  too  long. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  testifying  on  behalf  of  two  projects,  and 
since  my  neighbor  and  colleague,  Congressman  Pelosi,  also  will  tes- 
tify about  one  of  these  projects,  I  shall  be  extremely  brief. 

The  first  project  I  am  asking  for  your  support  is  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Area  Water  Reclamation  Project,  which  is  $1.5  million,  and  I 
would  just  like  to  say  a  few  words  about  it. 

This  project  is  an  exemplary  example  of  cost-sharing  between 
local  and  Federal  Government.  It  provides  recycled  water  and  is  in- 
tegral to  other  Bureau  of  Reclamation-funded  studies.  The  project, 
which  is  known  as  the  Central  California  Regional  Water  Recycling 
Project,  is  a  partnership  of  some  28  agencies,  including  15  Bay  area 
water  and  waste- water  agencies.  Its  benefits  would  reach  far  out- 
side the  City  of  San  Francisco  and  provide  beneficial  recycled  water 
to  the  northern  and  central  portions  of  our  State. 

This  high  quality  of  recycled  water  is  an  extremely  valuable  re- 
source that  can  be  used  to  meet  agricultural  requirements,  salinity 
control  measures,  provide  important  drought  protection  and  secure 
critically  needed  emergency  water  reserves  for  use  during  fires  and 
other  disasters,  of  which  we  have  had  more  than  our  share  in 
Northern  California. 
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1  The  San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Project  already  has 
achieved  great  accomplishments  through  the  first  step  of  the  fea- 
sibility study,  including  identifying  measures  to  help  maximize 
local  use  of  recycled  water,  projecting  its  expected  quality  in  the 
Bay  Area,  and  identifying  significant  water  supply  benefits. 

The  second  item  I  am  requesting  funding  for  is  the  City  of 
Pacifica-San  Pedro  Creek  Flood  Control  Project  in  the  amount  of 
$4. 1  million.  The  San  Pedro  Creek  Wetlands  Restoration  and  Flood 
Control  Project  is  truly  a  model  of  local  and  Federal  partnership. 
It  is  an  economically  beneficial  partnership  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  will  provide  vital  flood  control  and  wetland  restoration, 
along  with  important  environmental  protection. 

The  project  has  great  benefits,  both  locally  and  federally.  The 
City  of  Pacifica  has  invested  $600,000  in  this  project,  which 
matches  the  Federal  Government's  investment  over  the  12  years  of 
development  already  completed. 

An  almost  unique  feature  of  this  project,  and  I  truly  wish  to  un- 
derscore this,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  it  will  pay  for  itself  in  only 
two  years.  The  reason  for  this  is  that  the  Federal  Government  cur- 
rently pays  $2  million  per  annum  for  federally  insured  flood  dam- 
age to  this  area.  Thus,  the  funding  of  this  project  by  the  Federal 
Government  will  quickly  see  the  benefits  of  its  investment. 

This  flood  control  project  will  consist  of  flood  protection,  flood 
channel  at  the  lower-level  reach  of  the  creek,  along  with  wetland 
restorations.  I  respectfully  request  full  funding  for  both  of  these 
projects,  and  I  want  to  thank  the  committee  for  its  past  support  of 
our  area. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Lantos,  for  your  testimony.  You  note 
in  your  testimony  that  the  coastal  conservancy  is  also  put  in. 

Mr.  Lantos.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Do  you  know  the  actual  amount  or  percentage? 

Mr.  Lantos.  We  will  submit  that  to  you  today. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  All  right.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Lantos  follows:] 
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CONGRESSMAN  TOM  LANTOS 
12TH  DISTRICT  OF  CALIFORNIA 

TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

March  6,  1996 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  this  morning  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations.  As  you  may  know,  I  have  the 
distinct  pleasure  of  representing  a  very  unique  district,  consisting  of  the  southwest 
portion  of  San  Francisco  and  extending  southward  down  the  San  Francisco  peninsula 
through  San  Mateo  County.  I  am  here  today  to  testify  for  funding  on  behalf  of  two 
projects:  $1.5  million  for  the  San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Project  and  $4.1 
million  for  the  City  of  Pacifica  Flood  Control  Project. 

The  first  item  I  would  like  to  request  is  funding  for  The  San  Francisco  Area 
Water  Reclamation  Project  in  the  amount  of  $1 .5  million.  Funding  for  this  project  will 
allow  for  the  continuation  of  the  feasibility  study,  which  will  identify  California  regions 
that  could  use  high-quality  recycled  water. 

The  San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Project  is  an  exemplary  example  of 
cost-sharing  between  local  and  federal  branches  of  government.  It  provides  portions 
of  the  state  with  high-quality  recycled  water  and  is  integral  to  other  Bureau  of 
Reclamation-funded  studies. 

This  project,  also  known  as  the  Central  California  Regional  Water  Recycling 
Project  (CCRWRP),  is  a  partnership  of  nearly  20  agencies,  including  15  Bay  Area 
water  and  wastewater  agencies.  Its  benefits  would  reach  far  outside  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  to  provide  beneficial  recycled  water  to  the  Northern  and  Central  portions  of 
the  state. 

This  high-quality  recycled  water  is  a  valuable  resource  that  can  be  used  to  meet 
agriculture  demands  and  salinity  control  measures,  provide  important  drought 
protection  and  secure  additional  emergency  water  reserves  for  use  during  fires  or 
other  disasters.  In  addition,  the  San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Project  is  vital 
to  other  Bureau  of  Reclamation  funded  studies.  These  studies  are  attempting  to  link 
potential  sources  of  water  supply  to  areas  of  greatest  need. 

The  San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Project  has  achieved  great 
accomplishments  through  the  first  step  of  the  feasibility  study  including;  identifying 
measures  to  help  maximize  local  use  of  the  recycled  water,  projecting  its  expected 
quality  in  the  Bay  Area  and  identifying  significant  water  supply  benefits.  Funding  for 
the  project  in  FY  '97  would  provide  necessary  means  for  the  next  step  of  the 
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The  second  step  of  the  feasibility  study  entails  further  defining  and  evaluating 
the  social,  economic  and  environmental  issues  that  may  provide  an  impetus  for 
exporting  recycled  water  to  other  areas  of  the  state.  The  second  phase  will  also 
I        provide  a  Regional  Recycling  Water  master  Plan,  linking  local  recycling  with  other 
export  options  under  review,  and  define  the  best  projects  for  export. 

The  second  item  I  would  like  to  request  is  funding  for  the  City  of  Pacifica,  San 
Pedro  Creek  Flood  Control  project  in  the  amount  of  $4.1  million. 

The  San  Pedro  Creek  Wetlands  Restoration  and  Flood  Control  Project  is  truly 
a  model  of  a  local  and  federal  government  partnership.  It  is  an  economically  beneficial 
project  for  the  Federal  Government  and  will  provide  vital  flood  control  and  wetland 
restoration  along  with  important  environmental  protection. 

The  project  has  significant  economic  and  environmental  benefits  both  locally 
and  federally.  The  City  of  Pacifica  has  invested  $600,000  in  this  project,  which 
matches  the  Federal  Government's  investment  over  the  12  years  of  development 
already  completed.  Additional  funds  have  also  come  from  the  Coastal  Conservancy 
for  wetlands  design. 

The  most  significant  element  of  this  project,  is  that  it  will  pay  for  itself  in  only 
two  years.  The  reason  for  this  is  that  the  Federal  Government  pays  $2  million  annually 
for  Federally  insured  flood  damage  to  this  area.  So,  by  funding  this  project,  the  Federal 
Government  will  quickly  see  the  benefit  of  their  investment. 

This  flood  control  project  will  consist  of  flood  protection  and  a  flood  channel 
at  the  lower  reach  of  the  creek  along  with  wetland  restoration.  A  diversion  pipe  placed 
at  the  upper  reach  of  the  creek  will  provide  bank  protection,  which  will  guard  the 
banks  from  erosion  due  to  high  flood  levels. 

The  San  Pedro  Creek  Flood  Control  project  will  also  provide  significant 
environmental  benefits.  It  provides  much  needed  protection  for  the  Steelhead  trout. 
This  fish  is  a  Federally  controlled  threatened  species  and  San  Pedro  Creek  is  one  of 
the  few  creeks  south  of  San  Francisco  that  still  supports  Steelhead  spawning.  This 
project  widens  the  creek,  restores  approximately  7  acres  of  wetlands  and  flood  plain, 
provides  resting  pools  and  native  cover.  The  project  will  also  restore  the  lower  reach 
of  one  of  the  few  remaining  tidally  influenced  fresh  water  creeks  in  urban  California 
and  will  include  wetland  restoration,  flood  protection  and  a  flood  channel. 

This  flood  control  project  is  fully  supported  by  local  business  and  resident's  of 
Pacifica,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  the 
Sierra  Club. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  your  time  and  urge  you  to  provide  full  funding  for 
both  of  these  worthy  and  essential  projects:  The  San  Francisco  Area  Water 
Reclamation  Project  and  the  Pacifica,  San  Pedro  Ore''*   "'--■'  Con^'-oi  Project. 


1696 

Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  ANTHONY  C.   BEILENSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  We  turn  next  to  our  friend  and  colleague  from  the 
Rules  Committee,  Tony  Beilenson. 

Mr.  Beilenson.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill 
and  Mr.  Fazio.  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify  before  your 
subcommittee  today  in  support  of  funding  for  recreational  develop- 
ment and  environmental  enhancement  at  Sepulveda  Flood  Control 
Basin,  which,  as  many  of  you  know,  is  an  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
project  located  in  the  middle  of  our  district  in  the  San  Fernando 
Valley.  We  appreciate  hugely  your  help  in  this  matter  in  past  years 
and  hope  that  you  will  be  able  to  lend  us  a  little  bit  more  support 
at  this  time. 

With  funding  that  the  Congress,  that  you  folks  have  appro- 
priated over  the  last  decade  and  more,  the  Corps  has  been  able  to 
turn  an  underutilized,  federally  owned  piece  of  land  in  the  Sepul- 
veda Basin  into  one  of  Southern  California's  most  beautiful  and 
popular  parks.  It  is  called  Lake  Balboa  Park.  The  relatively  modest 
sum  provided  by  the  government  since  1985,  a  total  of  $15.5  mil- 
lion, all  of  which  has  been  matched  50-50  by  the  City  of  Los  Ange- 
les, has  enabled  the  Corps  to  build  a  160-acre  park  that  includes 
a  26-acre  fishing  and  boating  lake,  and  an  adjacent  68-acre  wildlife 
reserve  which  includes  a  smaller  lake. 

You  should  know  that  you  have  done  something  really  special 
here.  This  project,  which  uses  reclaimed  water  for  the  lakes  and 
landscaping  irrigation,  has  received  national  recognition  twice  now 
for  its  outstanding  design — once  from  the  National  Endowment  for 
the  Arts  and  once  an  honor  award  from  the  Chief  of  Engineers  De- 
sign and  Environmental  Awards  program. 

This  is  the  first  time,  Mr.  Chairman  and  friends,  in  four  years 
that  I  have  been  here  to  ask  you  for  a  little  bit  of  additional  fund- 
ing. The  project  is  not  yet  complete.  It  is  almost,  but  not  quite  com- 
plete. The  park  needs  more  amenities,  such  as  turf,  trees,  parking, 
rest  rooms,  picnic  tables,  seed  berms  and  bicycle  trails,  and  the 
wildlife  area  needs  more  trails,  vegetation  and  interpretive  signs; 
and  for  those  items  I  would  like  to  request  $4.2  million,  an  amount 
that  again  would  be  matched  by  the  Corps'  cost-sharing  partner, 
the  City  of  Los  Angeles,  under  the  Code  710  program.  My  prepared 
statement  speaks  about  specific  language  that  might  be  needed  if 
you  are  able  to  provide  us  with  some  of  the  monies,  and  I  shan't 
read  it  at  this  time. 

In  addition,  I  would  like  to  ask  $3.5  million  for  the  Federal  share 
of  an  environmental  restoration  project  within  the  Sepulveda 
Basin,  rehabilitating  the  two  miles  of  the  Los  Angeles  River  that 
run  through  the  basin.  This  project,  which  would  be  conducted 
under  section  1135  of  the  continuing  authority  program,  would  en- 
tail stabilizing  and  replanting  the  banks,  restoring  natural  habitat, 
and  establishing  a  nature  trail  so  this  resource  could  be  used  and 
enjoyed  by  the  public. 
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Let  me  say  parenthetically  that  I  had  the  opportunity  three  or 
four  years  ago  to  canoe  on  this  stretch  of  river,  and  it  is,  or  would 
be,  absolutely  magnificent.  It  is  hard  for  some  of  you  from  other 
places  to  understand,  but  most  people  in  Southern  California  have 
never  been  in  a  canoe  nor  have  they  been  canoeing  down  a  lovely 
little  river  with  trees  hanging  over  it.  I  can't  tell  you  how  idyllic 
it  was. 

I  hope  nobody  from  back  home  is  around,  because  it  sort  of  took 
you  out  of  Southern  California  and  put  you  back  to  other,  nicer 
places  that  you  remember  from  your  childhood. 

But  in  any  case,  funding  for  these 

Ms.  ESHOO.  Northern  California. 

Mr.  Beilenson.  Exactly. 

Funding  for  these  two  projects  would  go  a  long  way  toward  meet- 
ing the  recreation  needs  of  nearly  two  million  people  in  the  San 
Fernando  Valley,  an  area  which  has  great  need  for  the  open  space 
and  outdoor  recreation  facilities  that  the  Basin  can  provide  and  has 
now,  in  fact,  been  beginning  to  provide. 

It  would  enable  the  Corps  also — and  finally,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members — to  complete  an  award-winning  project  that  is  not  only  a 
tremendous  asset  to  Los  Angeles,  but  also  a  great  source  of  pride, 
if  I  may  say  so,  to  the  Corps,  who  have  done  a  wonderful,  really 
very  special  job  here  with  your  great  help. 

Aiid  I  thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity  to 

testify. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  wanted  to  say,  Tony  has  brought 
a  number  of  very  beneficial  and  tightly  developed  projects  to  this 
committee  through  the  years,  but  most  of  all,  he  has  been  a  great 
help  to  us  on  the  Rules  Committee;  and  since  this  is  the  last  time 
you  will  be  appearing  here,  I  think  on  behalf  of  this  entire  commit- 
tee, we  want  to  thank  you  for  the  help  you  have  provided  all  of  us 
in  helping  our  bill  make  it  to  the  Floor  and  pass,  usually  with  over- 
whelming numbers.  We  are  going  to  miss  you,  Tony. 

Mr.  Beilenson.  And  we  will  miss  all  of  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  add  to  that  and  en- 
dorse what  Vic  has  said.  Many  times  he  was  very  instrumental  in 
getting  our  bill  out  on  schedule  so  that  we  could,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  be  the  first  appropriation  bill  signed  by  the  President.  And 
without  your  help,  we  couldn't  have  done  that.  So  we  appreciate 
the  good  job  and  the  cooperation  you  gave  us,  Tony. 

Mr.  Beilenson.  Thank  you,  my  good  friend.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Beilenson  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  CONGRESSMAN  ANTHONY  C.  BEZLENSON 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

OF  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

March  6,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before 
this  subcommittee  today  in  support  of  funding  for  recreational 
development  auid  environmental  enhancement  in  the  Sepulveda  Flood 
Control  Basin,  an  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  project  located  in  the 
San  Fernando  Valley.  We  very  much  appreciate  this  subcommittee's 
help  on  this  matter  in  the  past,  and  hope  that  you  again  will 
lend  your  support  to  it . 

With  funding  that  Congress  has  appropriated  over  the  last 
decade,  the  Corps  has  been  aJale  to  turn  under-utilized, 
federally -owned  land  in  the  Sepulveda  Basin  into  one  of  Southern 
California's  most  beautiful  and  popular  parks.  Lake  Balboa  Park. 
The  relatively  modest  sum  provided  by  the  federal  government 
since  1985- -a  total  of  $15.5  million,  which  has  been  matched  by 
the  City  of  Los  Angeles- -has  enabled  the  Corps  to  build  a  160- 
acre  park  that  includes  a  26 -acre  fishing  and  boating  lake,  and 
an  adjacent  68-acre  wildlife  reserve,  which  includes  a  smaller 
lake. 

I  would  note  that  this  project,  which  uses  reclaimed  water 
for  the  lakes  and  landscaping  irrigation,  has  received  national 
recognition  for  its  outstanding  design.  Last  year,  the  project 
was  awarded  a  Federal  Design  Achievement  Award  by  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts  and,  in  1994,  it  received  an  Honor  Award 
from  the  Chief  of  Engineers  Design  and  Environmental  Awards 
Program. 

However,  this  project  is  not  yet  complete.   Lake  Balboa  Park 
needs  more  amenities  such  as  turf,  trees,  parking,  restrooms, 
picnic  taibles,  seed  berms,  and  bicycle  trails.   And,  the  wildlife 
area  needs  more  trails,  vegetation,  and  interpretative  signs. 
For  those  items,  I  would  like  to  request  $4.2  million- -an  cunount 
that  would  be  matched  by  the  Corps'  cost -sharing  partner,  the 
City  of  Los  Angeles,  under  the  Code  710  program. 

Although  no  further  specific  authorization  is  needed  for 
this  project,  in  previous  years  during  which  funding  was  provided 
(Fiscal  Years  1985,  1987,  1991,  1992,  and  1993),  it  was  necessary 
for  the  subcommittee  to  include  language  in  the  appropriations 
bill  itself  providing  that  funds  be  used  for  recreational 
development  in  the  Sepulveda  Basin  in  order  to  ensure  that  the 
Corps  would  spend  the  funds  according  to  Congress'  direction. 
Assuming  that  is  still  the  case,  I  would  like  to  request  that  the 
appropriations  bill  contain  the  necessary  language,  and  that  it 
specify  that  the  funds  are  to  remain  available  until  expended. 
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In  addition,  I  would  like  to  request  $3.5  million  for  the 
federal  share  of  an  environmental  restoration  project  within  the 
Sepulveda  Basin- -reheibilitating  the  two  miles  of  the  Los  Angeles 
River  that  run  through  the  Basin.   This  project,  which  would  be 
conducted  under  Section  1135  of  the  Continuing  Authority  Prograun, 
would  entail  stabilizing  and  replanting  the  banks,  restoring 
natural  heibitat,  and  establishing  a  nature  trail,  so  that  this 
resource  can  also  be  used  and  enjoyed  by  the  public. 

Funding  for  these  two  projects  would  go  a  long  way  toward 
meeting  the  outdoor  recreation  needs  of  the  nearly  two  million 
people  who  reside  in  the  San  Fernando  Valley- -an  area  that  has  a 
great  need  for  the  open  space  and  outdoor  recreation  facilities 
that  the  Basin  can  provide.  And,  it  would  eneible  the  Corps  to 
complete  an  award- winning  project  that  is  not  only  a  tremendous 
asset  to  Los  Angeles,  but  also  a  great  source  of  pride  for  the 
Corps. 

Thank  you,  again,  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  suad  for 
your  consideration  of  my  request . 
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Mr.  RiGGS.  We  hope  we  can  count  on  that  same  support  this 
year. 

Mr.  Beilenson.  You  bet. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  I  must  say  that  people  normally  do  not  associate  the 
Los  Angeles  River  with  Whitewater  rafting. 

Mr.  Beilenson.  It  is  a  little  different,  actually,  Mr.  Chairman, 
but  it  is  very  nice  nonetheless. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.   BILL   BAKER,  A   REPRESENTATIVE   IN  CONGRESS   FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Turning  back  to  Northern  California,  our  good  friend 
Congressman  Bill  Baker. 

Mr.  Baker.  Thank  you,  Tony.  And  thank  you,  for  describing 
Northern  California  in  such  glowing  terms. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  appear  today  to 
report  on  the  development  of  the  National  Ignition  Facility,  begun 
by  Congress  in  1996.  It  is  proceeding  on  schedule  and  on  budget. 

In  the  months  since  you  last  reviewed  it,  the  1995  arms  control, 
energy  development,  and  science  rationales  have  all  been  rein- 
forced. The  Department  of  Energy  again  has  plans  to  request  full 
funding  of  $191  million  for  the  National  Ignition  Facility  in  its  fis- 
cal year  1997  submission.  The  request  should  appear  in  two  compo- 
nents: first,  $132  million  for  the  NIF  line  item  construction  funds; 
and  second,  a  $59  million  portion  for  the  approximately — of  the  ap- 
proximately $240  million  base  Inertial  Confinement  program  re- 
quest. After  2000,  construction  costs  will  decline  sharply  until  its 
completion  in  2002. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Mr.  Baker,  will  you  give  us  those  two  numbers  one 
more  time,  because  I  note  that  that  is  not  actually  in  your  testi- 
mony. 

Mr.  Bajcer.  No,  $132  million  for  construction  and  $59  million  of 
the  $240  million  total  later  on  in  that  Inertial  Confinement  Fusion. 
That  is — if  you  add  the  59  and  132  you  should  get  up  close  to  our 
191.  Okay? 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Please  continue. 

Mr.  Baker.  The  240  is  the  total  Inertial  Confinement  project, 
which  is  separate. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Right. 

Mr.  Baker.  The  191  is  132  million  for  construction,  59  for  iner- 
tial. Okay? 

Mr.  RiGGS.  All  right. 

Mr.  Baker.  One  of  the  main  facilities  in  DOE's  Stockpile  Stew- 
ardship Program,  a  means  of  maintaining  the  existing  stockpile  of 
nuclear  weapons  without  the  actual  testing  that  is  required  to  de- 
velop new  weapons,  is  the  NIF  centrality  to  U.S.  arms  control  pol- 
icy. First,  the  Clinton  administration  has  finally  determined  a  test 
ban  means  no  testing,  period.  Second,  after  a  year-long  process  in- 
volving the  Departments  of  Defense  and  State  and  the  Arms  Con- 
trol and  Disarmament  Agency,  the  Department  of  Energy  has  con- 
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eluded  that  NIF  furthers  U.S.  arms  control  objectives.  Indeed  Am- 
bassador Thomas  Graham,  our  chief  arms  control  negotiator,  is  one 
of  NIF's  strongest  advocates,  and  the  Arms  Control  Development 
Agency  Director,  John  Holum,  says  NIF  is  key  to  a  comprehensive 
test  ban  treaty. 

The  NIF  is  also  the  primary  instrument  for  determining  whether 
Inertial  Confinement  Fusion,  the  second  part  of  the  project,  will  be 
a  viable  energy  source.  The  energy  potential  of  inertial  fusion  was 
validated  in  the  recent  report  of  the  Fusion  Energy  Advisory  Com- 
mittee, which  noted  that  inertial  fusion  is  the  primary  alternative 
to  the  magnetic  fusion  program. 

In  that  connection,  I  urge  this  subcommittee  to  provide  sufficient 
funding  on  the  civilian  inertial  fusion  budget  to  develop  the  rapid 
fire  beams  this  power  source  will  require  in  time  to  be  phased  in 
with  the  lessons  NIF  can  teach  us. 

In  short,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  stockpile  stewardship,  for  arms  con- 
trol and  for  inertial  confinement  fusion  energy,  I  ask  that  you  keep 
the  National  Ignition  Facility  on  track  and  within  budget. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony,  Mr.  Baker. 

And  as  you  will  recall,  the  subcommittee  made  the  first  commit- 
ment last  year  to  the  NIF,  which  has  arguably  increased  in  impor- 
tance in  terms  of  our  national  defense  and  nuclear  weapon  stock- 
gile  stewardship  program  over  the  past  year,  with  decisions  made 
y  the  administration. 

Mr.  Baker.  Well,  the  Department  of  Energy  and  the  Defense  De- 
partment both  came  before  us  and  said,  we  are  probably  not  going 
to  be  able  to  test  much  longer.  I  think  France  proved  that  to  the 
nth  degree.  So  we  are  going  to  do  that  in  the  laboratory,  and  with 
this  fusion  beam  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  keep  this  stockpile  cur- 
rent. We  are  going  to  be  able  to  disarm  those  weapons  that  are  all 
over  the  globe,  especially  in  Eastern  Europe,  and  we  will  be  able 
to  have  inertial  fusion  all  out  of  this  project. 

So  I  appreciate  the  committee's  support  and  the  support  of  the 
Departments  of  Energy  and  Defense,  and  especially  Mr.  Fazio  who 
has  helped  us  tremendously  through  his  position  on  Rules.  Thank 
you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Baker.  Wherever  you  are. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Wherever  I  am. 

Mr.  Baker.  Wherever  you  are,  wherever  you  will  be. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  I  did  not  realize  we  were  Rules  and  Appropriations. 
That  is  covering  all  the  bases. 

Mr.  Fazio.  We  like  to  operate  without  rules,  actually. 

Mr.  Baker.  Those  days  are  over. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Baker  follows:] 


1702 


TESTIMONY  OF  U.S.  REPRESENTATIVE  BILL  BAKER 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

THE  HONORABLE  JOHN  T.  MYERS,  CHAIRMAN 

March  6,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  the 
Energy  and  Water  Subcommittee  today  to  report  that  development  of 
the  National  Ignition  Facility  (NIF)  begun  by  Congress  in  fiscal 
1996,  is  proceeding  on  schedule  and  on  budget,  and  that  in  the 
months  since  you  last  reviewed  it,  its  arms  control,  energy 
development  and  science  rationales  have  all  been  substantially 
reinforced. 

I  am  informed  that  the  Department  of  Energy  (DoE)  again  plans 
to  request  full  funding  for  the  NIF  in  its  fiscal  1997  submission. 
That  amount  would  total  $191  million,  compared  to  $61  million  in 
fiscal  1996,  and  would  bring  NIF  construction-related  expenditures  to 
the  funding  plateau  that  it  will  occupy  until  the  year  2000.    After 
2000,  construction  costs  would  decline  sharply  until  completion  in 
2002. 
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I  strongly  urge  full  funding  of  this  request  so  that  the  NIF  can 
remain  on  schedule  and  budget  —  prime  among  this  Subcommittee's 
concerns  last  year  in  appropriating  first  year  funds.    Both  our 
nation's  bi-partisan  arms  control  policies  and  long-term  fiscal 
situation  would  be  well  served  by  investing  in  the  NIF. 

The  Subcommittee  is  aware  that  the  NIF  is  one  of  the  primary 
facilities  in  the  DoE's  Stockpile  Stewardship  Program  (SSP), 
proposed  as  the  means  of  maintaining  the  existing  stockpile  of 
nuclear  weapons  without  the  actual  testing  that  is  required  to  develop 
new  ones.   The  NIF's  centrality  to  the  SSP  and  to  U.S.  arms  control 
policy  have  clarified  considerably  in  recent  months.    First,  the 
Clinton  Administration  has  determined  that  a  test  ban  means  no 
testing  of  any  weapon,  no  matter  how  small.    A  ban  means  zero. 
This  is  an  essential  point  because  during  the  Subcommittee's 
deliberations  on  the  NIF  last  year,  some  voices  were  still  arguing  that 
tests  below  a  certain  threshold  should  be  allowed  under  the  test  ban, 
creating  the  impression  that  the  U.S.  commitment  to  test  bans,  the 
SSP,  and  therefore,  the  NIF  was  still  in  doubt.    There  is  no  doubt 
now,  a  fact  reinforced  by  the  French  and  British  agreement  with  the 
"zero-means-zero"  ban. 
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Second,  following  a  year-long  process  involving  the 
Departments  of  Defense  and  State,  and  including  the  direct 
participation  of  the  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency  (ACDA), 
the  DoE's  Office  of  Non-Proliferation  has  concluded  that  the  NIF 
furthers  U.S.  arms  control  objectives.    You  will  recall  some  critics 
who  maintained  that  the  NIF  would  be  a  proliferation  risk  by 
allowing  continued,  clandestine  development  of  nuclear  weapons  in 
our  laboratories  while  the  rest  of  the  world  was  constrained  from 
conventional  testing  by  treaty.    By  creating  this  inequity,  critics 
warned,  other  nations  would  balk  at  arms  control  and  the  NIF  would 
sabotage  the  non-proliferation  treaty. 

However,  the  DoE's  review  concluded  that  the  NIF  could  not 
be  used  to  design  new  weapons  and  would  augment  scientific 
knowledge  in  a  manageable  way.    Therefore,  the  NIF's  fundamental 
positive  contribution  —  providing  a  bridge  out  of  the  testing  era  into 
one  of  world-wide  test  bans  and  non-proliferation  agreements  ~ 
remains  its  only  significant  arms  control  consequence. 

To  underscore  this  procedural  finding,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Non- 
Proliferation  Treaty  was  in  fact  extended  last  year,  despite  the 
sensationalized  predictions  to  the  contrary.    The  nations  of  the  world 
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have  in  effect  voted  on  the  impact  of  the  NIF.    Ambassador  Thomas 
Graham,  our  chief  NPT  negotiator,  is  one  of  the  NIF's  strongest 
advocates.    And  ACDA  director  John  Holum  says  that  the  NIF  is  key 
to  a  Comprehensive  Test  Ban  Treaty.    I  would  be  pleased  to  offer 
more  testimonials  and  arguments  to  buttress  the  NIF's  centrality  to 
nuclear  arms  control  should  they  be  desired  by  your  Subcommittee. 

As  you  also  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  NIF  is  the  primary 
instrument  for  determining  whether  Inertial  Confinement  Fusion 
(ICF)  will  be  a  viable  energy  source.    By  achieving  ignition,  the  NIF 
will  tell  us  how  powerful  a  beam  must  be  in  order  to  reach  the  point 
of  fusion,  plus  how  much  more  energy  can  be  derived  from  the 
fusion  target  than  was  required  to  generate  the  beam.    This  ratio  of 
beam  power  to  energy  output  is  central  to  the  economics  of  feasible 
commercial  energy  because  it  tells  us  roughly  how  large  —  and  costly 
~  a  plant  will  have  to  be  in  order  to  obtain  the  quantity  of  energy 
ouQ)ut  inherent  in  the  physics  of  fusion.    In  addition,  the  NIF  will 
also  greatly  advance  understanding  of  target  design,  knowledge  that 
will  transfer  directly  to  the  design  of  power  plants  with  driver  beams 
capable  of  firing  multiple  fusion  "rounds"  per  second. 

This  energy  potential  of  inertial  fusion  was  validated  in  the 
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recent  report  of  the  Fusion  Energy  Advisory  Committee,  which  noted 
that  inertial  fusion  is  the  primary  alternative  to  the  magnetic  fusion 
(v^'hich  I  also  support)  now  under  active  development.    In  that 
connection,  I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  provide  sufficient  funding  on 
the  civilian  side  of  the  budget  to  develop  the  rapid  fire  beams  that 
inertial  fusion  energy  will  require,  in  time  to  be  phased  in  with  the 
yield  ratio  and  target  lessons  the  NIF  can  teach  us  meanwhile. 

But  the  SSP/arms  control  mission  remains  the  NIF's  primary 
rationale.    While  this  rationale  is  persuasive  enough,  given  the 
importance  of  arms  control  and  the  costs  of  the  traditional  weapons 
program,  it  is  fortunate  that  inertial  fusion's  energy  development 
requirements  track  directly  with  the  development  of  the  NIF  for  SSP 
purposes.    This  tracking  broadens  the  scientific  appeal  of  this 
essential  national  security  project. 

The  NIF  has  drawn  strong  interest  from  an  increasing  number 
of  scientists  in  the  fields  of  plasma  physics  and  astrophysics. 
Scientists  from  Lawrence  Livermore  National  Lab  (LLNL)  and  the 
University  of  Rochester  won  a  major  award  from  the  American 
Physical  Society  last  year  for  their  work  in  hydrodynamics  relevant 
to  ICF,  superNova,  and  nuclear  weapons.    Scientists  from  LLNL's 
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Nova  laser  facility  have  won  this  award  twice,  the  only  laboratory 
with  this  honor.  Recent  reports  from  peer  groups  have  praised  the 
high  scientific  quality  of  the  program. 

As  noted  above,  the  NIF  is  now  on  schedule  and  on  budget, 
despite  a  three  month  delay  in  releasing  1996  construction  funding 
caused  by  the  December  completion  date  of  the  DoE's  non- 
proliferation  study.    In  addition  to  all  the  other  reasons  for  supporting 
the  NIF,  Congress  would  be  fiscally  smart  to  maintain  its  scheduled 
funding  profile,  as  it  maximizes  the  efficiencies  of  the  design, 
construction,  and  industrialization  components  of  this  complex 
project.    In  the  long  term  the  NIF  and  SSP  will  stabilize  the  DoE 
defense  program  at  a  level  significantly  less  than  in  the  past. 
Reductions  in  the  nuclear  danger  aside,  the  SSP  and  NIF  represent  a 
great  financial  savings  compared  to  the  levels  of  spending  for  the 
weapons  development  and  construction  program  of  only  a  few  years 
ago.    It  is  difficult  to  prove  what  would  happen  should  the  national 
commitment  to  the  SSP  and  NIF  waver.   Nonetheless,  it  is  perfectly 
logical  to  assume  that  regression  in  our  arms  control  efforts  will  be 
far  more  costly  than  the  NIF  and  SSP,  and  that  failure  to  support 
them  firmly  will  be  the  most  likely  route  to  these  more  costly 
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alternatives. 

The  fiscal  1997  request  for  $191  million  should  appear  in  two 
components,  the  first  as  $132  million  in  the  NIF  line  item 
construction  funds,  and  the  second  as  a  $59  million  portion  of  the 
approximately  $240  million  base  ICF  program  request.    I  urge  full 
funding  of  the  NIF  and  ICF. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  your  time. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  ANNA  G.  ESHOO,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  We  now  turn  to  our  colleague,  Congresswoman  Anna 
Eshoo. 

Ms.  Eshoo.  Grood  morning,  Mr.  Riggs,  Mr.  Chairman,  members 
of  the  committee.  I  too  would  like  to  join  my  colleagues  in  saluting 
not  only  the  leadership  of  this  committee,  but  the  work  that  you 
have  done — especially  Mr.  Bevill  and  Mr.  Myers.  You  have  been 
great  friends  to  our  great  State.  The  people  of  our  State  are  very 
grateful  to  you. 

And  I  would  also  like  to  say  that — especially  to  Mr.  Bevill,  his 
tutelage  to  me  as  a  freshman,  his  help  and  passing  along  his  great 
love  for  this  institution,  will  remain  with  me  always. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  had  better  be  sure  everybody  knows  what  that 
word  is,  Anna.  Thank  you  so  much. 

Ms.  EsHOO.  I  will  tell  you  later,  all  right? 

Mr.  Bevill.  Anna  is  another  one  that  I  think  has  made  her  case 
for  her  project. 

Ms.  EsHOO.  I  am  here  today  to  request  your  approval  of  the  $710 
million  budget  in  fiscal  1997  for  high  energy  physics.  This  rep- 
resents a  40  percent  reduction  from  the  heyday  of  spending  on  high 
energy  physics  in  fiscal  1994  and  a  modest  6.5  percent  increase 
over  the  fiscal  1996  appropriation.  In  particular,  the  $710  million 
includes  $45  million  to  complete  the  B-factory  project  at  Stanford 
Linear  Accelerator  Center  in  my  district. 

Once  completed,  scientists  will  have  used  the  B-factory  to  have 
discovered  the  answers  to  questions  about  the  formation  of  our  uni- 
verse. After  the  demise  of  the  Superconducting  Super  Collider,  the 
Department  of  Energy  conducted  or  convened  the  "Drell"  panel, 
and  I  am  sure  you  are  all  familiar  with  Sid  Drell,  a  noted 
Nobel 

Mr.  Fazio.  Physicist. 

Ms.  Eshoo  [continuing].  Physicist  prize  winner.  They  convened 
the  Drell  panel  to  review  the  long-range  future  of  high  energy 
physics.  The  panel  found  that  $710  million  is  the  absolute  mini- 
mum necessary  to  preserve  our  Nation's  basic  research  in  this  field. 
It  will  also  preserve  our  ability  to  participate  in  the  proton  colliding 
beam  facility  at  CERN. 

In  addition  to  the  high  energy  physics  projects,  I  am  here  to  sup- 
port the  requests  also  of  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District. 
The  district  is  seeking  a  total  of  $16.13  million  to  complete  or  con- 
tinue the  work  on  four  projects.  Each  of  these  projects  is  based  on 
the  fact  that  there  are  serious  risks  of  flooding  and  the  projects  are 
designed  to  reduce  those  risks. 

Both  of  these  requests,  I  think,  are  in  line,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  committee.  Certainly,  the  B-factory  is  a  great 
source  of  pride  to  all  Califomians.  It  was  something  that  the  entire 
delegation  came  together  around,  the  academic  community  as  well, 
so  we  didn't  have  in-State  competition.  We  saw  this  as  being  some- 
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thing  that  everyone  could  support  for  the  good  and  the  betterment 
of  our  Nation. 

So  I  would  like  to  thank  you  and  all  the  members  of  the  commit- 
tee for  your  previous  commitments  and  cooperation  and  for  what 
you  will  do.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you. 

Congresswoman  Eshoo,  are  all  four  projects  of  the  Santa  Clara 
Water  District  located  in  your  congressional  district? 

Ms.  Eshoo.  No,  they  are  not.  Some  are,  some  aren't.  But  I  be- 
lieve that  you  will  hear  from  other  members  of  the  delegation  for 
what  belongs  in  their  districts.  But  we  always  remain  unified  on 
these  fronts  and  don't  come  to  the  committee  splintered,  which 
would  then  make  it  that  much  more  difficult  for  you  to  make  your 
decisions.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  again. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Eshoo  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY 

The  Honorable  Anna  G.  Eshoo 

Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  Subcommittee  hearing 

March  6,  19% 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subconmiittee,  I  am 
here  today  to  urge  you  to  approve  a  $710  million  budget 
in  FY97  for  high  energy  physics.  This  represents  a  40% 
reduction  from  the  "hay  day"  of  spending  on  high  energy 
physics  in  FY94  and  a  modest  6.5%  increase  over  the 
FY96  appropriation. 

In  particular,  the  $710  million  includes  $45  million  to 
complete  the  B-factory  project  at  the  Stanford  Linear 
Accelerator  Center  in  my  district.  Once  completed,  our 
scientists  will  use  the  B-factory  to  discover  answers  to 
questions  about  the  formation  of  the  universe. 
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After  the  demise  of  the  Superconducting  Super  Collider, 
the  Department  of  Energy  convened  the  "Drell"  Panel  to 
review  the  long-range  future  of  high  energy  physics. 
This  panel  found  that  $710  million  is  the  absolute 
minimum  necessary  to  preserve  our  nation's  basic 
research  in  this  field.  It  will  also  preserve  our  ability  to 
participate  in  the  proton  colliding  beam  facility  at 
CERN. 

In  addition  to  high  energy  physics,  I  am  here  to  support 
the  requests  of  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District. 
The  District  is  seeking  a  total  of  $16. 13  million  to 
complete  or  continue  work  on  four  projects. 
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Each  of  the  areas  where  these  projects  are  based  face  the 
risk  of  serious  and  dramatic  flooding.  These  projects  are 
designed  to  reduce  that  risk  and  are  critical  to  protecting 
human  health  and  the  environment. 

Both  high  energy  physics  and  the  water  projects 
proposed  by  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District  are 
critical  to  my  constituents.  I  urge  you  to  support  these 
requests. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  STEPHEN  HORN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Congressman  Steve  Horn. 

Mr,  Horn.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Acting  Chairman,  and  Mr. 
Chairman,  103rd,  and  the  missing  Mr.  Chairman  of  the  104th.  I 
am  appreciative  to  you,  Tom  and  John,  to  both  of  you,  because  to 
this  freshman  three  years  ago — ^both  of  you  gave  me  good  advice 
over  the  years  on  a  nimiber  of  things,  both  foreign  and  domestic. 
So,  John,  we  wish  you  well;  and,  Tom,  we  wish  you  well. 

Let  me  just  mention  a  few  things.  The  witnesses  that  will  follow 
from  California,  when  you  get  into  that,  you  have  known  some  of 
them  longer  than  I  have,  and  we  deeply  appreciate  the  committee's 
investment  in  Southern  California. 

Let  me  mention  a  few  things.  We  required  the  assistance  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  because  we  have  had  an  unbelievable  number 
of  floods  and  storms  in  Southern  California,  just  as  they  have  in 
Northern  California.  We  have  had  a  tremendous  buildup  of  silt  at 
the  mouth  of  the  Los  Angeles  River,  which  has  blocked  navigation 
between  Catalina  and  Long  Beach.  One  of  the  key  developments 
economically,  which  will  provide  $275  million  annually  to  the  econ- 
omy, is  the  Queensway  Bay  commercial  waterfront  development, 
and  that — getting  rid  of  that  silt  is  fairly  essential  to  that  situa- 
tion. 

The  big  project,  of  course,  is  the  Los  Angeles  County  Drainage 
Area,  the  LACDA  project,  where  we  are  trying  to  solve  some  of  the 
navigation  and  particularly  flood  projects  and  flood  control  projects 
in  the  Los  Angeles  River. 

We  have  been  fortunate.  When  it  has  rained  upstream,  it  hasn't 
rained  downstream.  If  it  had  rained  in  both  areas,  we  would  have 
long  exceeded  the  levee,  and  that  is  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  judg- 
ment. So  we  face  a  very  hazardous  situation  here.  It  affects  about 
eight  congressional  districts  that  line  the  L.A.  River  on  both  sides; 
and  82  square  miles  of  flooding  in  a  very  densely  populated  area 
with  thousands  of  houses  would  make  an  estimated  damage  cost  of 
$2  to  $4  billion.  So  we  need  your  continued  help  there  so  they  can 
pass  the  100-year  test.  In  1997,  the  LACDA  project  requires  about 
$50  million. 

We  started  the  Compton  Creek  part  of  that  project  this  year  with 
the  South  Bay  businesses,  as  well  as  the  residents.  If  we  had  to 
take  flood  insurance,  put  houses  on  stilts,  we  would  jeopardize  the 
economy  all  over  the  place.  Rich  people  do  not  live  in  this  area. 
People  of  low  income  live  in  this  area.  Those  houses  are  very  hard 
to  replace  along  that  river. 

So  another  project  of  tremendous  importance,  of  course,  is  for  the 
two  ports.  Port  of  Long  Beach  and  Port  of  Los  Angeles  head- 
quarters are  both  in  my  congressional  district.  But  other  Members, 
Ms.  Harman,  the  seat  in  Wilmington  which  is  now  under  a  special 
election,  all  of  those  have  a  lot  of  wharves,  the  Port  of  Los  Angeles 
in  particular. 
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These  are  the  Nation's  two  largest  ports.  Long  Beach  is  number 
one;  L.A.  is  number  two.  In  the  case  of  Long  Beach,  the  Water  Re- 
sources Act  in  1986  authorized  their  2020  plan,  which  will  really 
double  the  size  of  that  port,  double  the  customs  revenue.  The  same 
thing  is  happening  with  the  Port  of  Los  Angeles. 

So  what  we  are  asking  for,  very  respectfully,  is  an  appropriation 
of  $17  million  to  fund  phase  two  of  that  plan  so  there  isn't  any  dis- 
ruption in  the  Corps'  activity. 

The  Port  of  Long  Beach  also  is  requesting  $1.5  million  from  the 
Corps  in  terms  of  a  feasibility  study  on  the  deepening  of  the  ship 
channel.  We  have  larger  and  larger  vessels  bringing  oil  into  the 
port,  and  we  are  going  to  need  a  channel  at  least  76  feet  deep.  That 
is  a  long  way  from  when  we  were  talking  40  and  45  feet,  but  these 
tremendous  vessels  just  demand  that  kind  of  draft. 

Also,  the  Corps'  hydraulic  model  for  both  L.A.  and  Long  Beach 
needs  to  be  kept  up  at  Vicksburg,  and  that  is  about  a  $500,000  in 
1997.  Now,  as  to  the  Port  of  Los  Angeles,  their  Pier  300/400  fill  and 
implementation  is  part  of  their  2020  development,  and  that  will 
take  about  almost  $28  million,  $27,850,000,  to  complete  the  engi- 
neering design  of  Pier  400  dredging  and  the  landfill.  The  Federal 
share  in  stage  two  of  the  development  is  set  at  $108.6  million  of 
the  total  cost  of  $550  million,  and  the  port  is  funding  the  difference 
between  the  $108.6  million  and  the  $550  million.  I  realize  these  are 
big  numbers,  but  these  are  major  economic  infrastructures. 

Last  year,  we  distributed  videotapes  to  the  members  in  the  east 
and  the  south,  and  there  isn't  a  State  that  isn't  affected  by  the 
commerce  going  both  ways  through  the  Port  of  L.A.  and  the  Port 
of  Long  Beach.  As  with  the  Port  of  Long  Beach,  the  Port  of  L.A. 
requires  the  completion  of  dredging  to  ensure  reliable  navigation. 

In  the  City  of  Long  Beach,  we  have  major  erosion  problems,  some 
of  it  due  to  the  Federal  breakwater  that  was  put  up  in  the  1930s 
and  1940s,  but  over  the  past  14  years  $5  million  has  been  spent 
by  the  city  to  control  that  erosion,  and  that  protects  about  $200  to 
$300  million  in  homes  along  the  peninsula  there.  So  we  would  like 
a  reconnaissance  study  which  will  take,  the  Corps  says,  about 
$300,000  for  that. 

Finally,  a  very  important  effort  in  our  area  is  the  Water  Replen- 
ishment District  of  Southern  California.  It  has  several  separate 
projects  to  reclaim  and  productively  use  wastewater  in  the  Los  An- 
geles Basin.  As  both  of  you  gentlemen  know,  L.A.  is  really  a  desert, 
and  it  is  amazing  how  that  has  bloomed.  Water  has  been  the  key. 

Governor  Brown  was  correctly  mentioned  as  the  key  to  this  Cali- 
fornia water  project.  My  mentor,  Senator  Keikel,  worked  with  him 
on  the  Senate  side  on  that,  and  Earl  Warren  and  Goodwin  Knight 
first  started  that.  So  all  of  these  projects  have  been  bipartisan  for 
over  40  years  and  have  changed  the  face  of  the  State.  And,  of 
course,  these  projects  are  absolutely  essential  to  the — when  you  are 
talking  about  one  of  the  largest  metropolitan  areas  in  America. 

So  I  thank  you  for  all  you  have  done.  The  Los  Alamitos  project 
is  about  a  $2.6  million  one,  and  that  is  coming  up  in  authorization 
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now.  It  will  not  have  any  problem.  It  is  much  the  same  as  Ms. 
Woolse/s  project.  We  have  a  parallel  track  going  on  here. 

So  thank  you  for  your  indulgence. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Horn,  for  your  excellent  testimony. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Horn  follows:] 
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Representative  Stephen  Horn 

Testimony  before  the  House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water 

March  6,  1996 

"California  Day" 


Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  offer  my  testimony  on  a  number  of  important  projects 
aflFecting  my  constituents  and  the  citizens  of  California.  You  will  hear  from  many  representatives 
of  concerned  citizens  and  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  add  my  views.  Without  the  submission 
of  a  detailed  budget  from  the  President,  it  is  difficult  to  tailor  my  testimony  to  the  work  you  will 
perform  in  the  weeks  ahead. 

There  are  a  number  of  issues  requiring  assistance  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers  that  are 
important  to  the  economic  development  of  my  District  and  of  California.  First,  the  storms  of 
1995  led  to  a  build  up  of  silt  which  closed  the  mouth  of  the  Los  Angeles  River  to  navigation.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  was  very  helpful  in  averting  an  economic  crisis  by  clearing  the  channel  enough 
to  allow  a  minimal  level  of  navigation.  However,  most  of  the  silt  still  remains  and  continues  to  be 
deposited  in  the  channel.  In  the  very  near  future,  this  build  up  will  again  disrupt  water 
transportation  between  Long  Beach  and  Avalon,  while  also  threatening  to  restrict  recreational 
boating  in  the  harbor  area.  Possible  accidents  and  the  ensuing  litigation  are  of  great  concern  to 
those  who  use  this  area  and  the  surrounding  business  community. 

To  remove  the  current  threat  to  navigation,  and  to  prevent  future  accumulations  that  can 
cause  unpredictable  shoaling  to  occur,  I  seek  your  support  for  $5  7  million  to  clear  the  current 
buildup  and  to  remove  silt  deposits  in  the  harbor  area  on  an  annual  basis    This  amount  will  ensure 
that  a  minimum  level  of  safety  is  maintained  for  navigation  and  recreational  boating. 

Also  dependent  on  the  navigability  of  the  Los  Angeles  River  mouth  is  the  success  of  the 
Queensway  Bay  commercial  waterfront  tourist  facility  that  is  being  constructed  by  the  City  of 
Long  Beach.  The  facility  will  create  substantial  economic  expansion  based  on  California's 
number  one  industry  —  tourism.  When  fully  developed,  the  facility  will  generate  $275  miUion 
annually  into  the  economy.  The  successful  completion  of  this  project  now  hangs  on  the  dredging 
of  the  Los  Angeles  River  estuary. 

I  would  also  appreciate  the  continued  support  of  this  subcommittee  for  the  Los  Angeles 
County  Drainage  Area  (LACDA)  project  ~  a  major  renovation  of  the  existing  flood  control 
channel  along  the  Los  Angeles  River    As  the  surrounding  conrmiunities  are  under  the  imminent 
threat  of  flood,  as  well  as  the  impending  doom  of  massive  flood  insurance  requirements,  I  would 
like  to  see  this  renovation  moved  along  as  quickly  as  possible.  Should  the  100-year  flood  occur, 
it  would  flood  an  area  of  82  square  miles  of  densely  populated  urban  areas  afiFecting  over  500,000 
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people  and  cause  an  estimated  $2  billion  in  damage. 

The  Los  Angeles  River  flood  control  channel  —  and  my  South  Bay  community  —  is  the 
recipient  of  much  of  the  runoff  from  the  Los  Angeles  Basin,  as  mentioned  above.  As  Los  Angeles 
County  has  grown,  more  runoff  has  been  put  into  the  river,  thus  decreasing  the  flood  control 
project's  protection  standard  below  the  100-year  mark.    The  Corps  of  Engineers  and  local 
communities  have  worked  aggressively  to  reduce  the  cost  of  this  project.  Extensive  studies  have 
been  done  and  construction  has  recently  begun.  To  allow  construction  to  continue  on  a  pace  to 
be  completed  in  five  years,  the  LACDA  project  requires  $50  million  in  FY1997.  By  completing 
the  project  in  five  years,  my  constituents  and  those  of  neighboring  districts  will  save  an  estimated 
$131  million  per  year  in  higher  flood  insurance  premiums.  To  avoid  the  severe  damage  and 
disruption  that  would  result  from  a  100-year  flood,  and  to  save  the  residents  and  businesses  of  the 
South  Bay  area  millions  in  extra  insurance  premiums,  I  urge  this  subcommittee  to  continue  the 
support  it  has  shown  in  the  past  for  the  LACDA  project. 

Another  project  of  importance  to  Southern  California,  indeed,  the  entire  nation,  involves 
the  Port  of  Long  Beach.  The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986  authorized  construction 
of  the  2020  Plan.  This  long  range  plan  provides  for  new  navigation  channels  and  additional 
landfill  development  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  through  the  year  2020.  The 
Port  has  begun  the  first  phase  of  this  two-phase  project.  I  ask  this  committee  to  approve  an 
appropriation  of  $17,000,000  to  fund  phase  two  of  the  Plan  without  any  disruption  between  phase 
one  and  phase  two. 

The  Port  of  Long  Beach  is  also  requesting  $1.5  million  in  Corps  of  Engineers  fimding  to 
do  a  feasibility  study  of  deepening  the  ship  channel  outside  the  breakwater  to  accommodate 
deeper  draft  ships  which  is  part  of  the  larger  2020  project.  This  deeper  ship  channel  —  at  least  76 
feet  deep  ~  will  allow  deeper  draft  petroleum  ships  to  enter  the  Port. 

This  subcommittee  is  also  aware  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  hydraulic  model  of  the  Ports 
of  Los  Angeles  and  Long  Beach  maintained  in  Vicksburg,  Mississippi.  I  ask  your  continued 
support  for  this  project  by  appropriating  $500,000  for  FY  1997  to  maintain  the  model  and  to 
continue  funding  for  the  wave  gage  data  acquisition  and  analysis  program.  This  prototype  is 
needed  to  support  the  expansion  plans  under  construction  in  San  Pedro  Bay. 

I  wish  to  also  bring  to  the  attention  of  this  committee  the  continuation  of  the  Pier  300/400 
implementation  under  the  2020  development  program  at  the  Port  of  Los  Angeles.  As  the 
Committee  knows,  the  2020  project  will  more  than  double  the  ci^>acity  of  this  Port.  I  ask  your 
continuing  support  for  this  project  as  it  moves  into  Stage  n  of  development.  This  stage  will  mark 
the  first  significant  injection  of  federal  fiinds  into  this  important  project. 

The  Port  of  Los  Angeles  requires  $27,850,000  to  complete  the  engineering  and  design  of 
the  Pier  400  dredging  and  landfill  project  and  to  begin  Stage  n  improvements  in  the  coming  fiscal 
year.  By  doing  so,  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  will  realize  lower  overall  costs  through 
construction  efficiencies,  thereby  reducing  outlays  in  future  years.  Completion  of  this  project  by 
FY2000  is  critical  to  ensure  the  successful  completion  of  proposed  commercial  agreements.  The 
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federal  share  of  Stage  II  development  is  set  at  $108.6  million  of  a  total  cost  of  $550  million.  The 
Port  of  Los  Angeles  is  funding  the  diflference  between  the  federal  and  total  shares. 

As  with  the  Port  of  Long  Beach,  the  Port  of  Los  Angeles  requires  the  completion  of 
dredging  to  ensure  reliable  navigation.  The  Glenn  Anderson  Ship  Canal  and  other  federal 
chaimels  at  the  Port  require  $2,700,000  for  completion  of  maintenance  dredging  to  a  depth  of  45 
feet    I  also  would  urge  this  subcommittee  to  support  an  additional  appropriation  of  $800,000  to 
conduct  a  federal  channel  condition  survey  and  a  federal  breakwater  rehabilitation  study. 

There  are  two  other  projects  that  I  wish  this  subcommittee  to  consider.  The  City  of  Long 
Beach  has  a  severe  beach  erosion  problem  at  its  southeastern  edge,  on  the  so-called  Peninsula 
Beach.  In  the  past  14  years,  over  $5  million  has  been  spent  by  the  City  of  Long  Beach  to  control 
the  erosion  of  this  beach,  which  protects  over  $200  million  in  homes.  The  City  needs  the  Corps 
to  study  how  this  continual  erosion  can  be  reduced  or  eliminated.  For  this  reconnaissance  study,  I 
request  $300,000.  This  erosion  problem  is  directly  related  to  the  focusing  afifect  the  federal 
breakwater  has  on  the  commercial  harbor  complex  and  surrounding  beaches. 

Finally,  this  subcommittee  will  be  hearing  from  the  Water  Replenishment  District  of 
Southern  California  regarding  several  separate  ~  but  parts  of  a  whole  —  projects  to  reclaim  and 
productively  use  wastewater  in  the  Los  Angeles  Basin.  Water  which  is  now  released  to  the  ocean 
could  be  injerted  into  the  ground,  replacing  water  we  now  are  forced  to  import  from  Northern 
California  and  the  Colorado  River   I  wish  to  bring  the  Alamitos  Barrier  Recycled  Water  Project, 
which  will  be  built  in  the  City  of  Long  Beach,  to  this  committee's  attention  again.  I  introduced 
authorization  for  this  project  in  H.R.  1879.  This  bill  is  now  part  of  the  committee  version  of  H.R. 
2738,  which  is  expected  to  be  voted  on  by  the  full  House  in  the  next  month.  The  Alamitos  project 
requests  $2,625,000  for  FY1997.  Through  FY1998,  a  toal  of  $3,150,000  in  federal  funding  is 
needed  to  finance  25  percent  of  the  cost  of  this  project. 

I  appreciate  you  taking  the  time  and  giving  your  attention  to  these  issues.  I  look  forward 
to  working  with  you  all  in  the  months  ahead  as  you  address  these  important  projects. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  DANA  ROHRABACHER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  CAUFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  We  now  move  to  the  senior  member  of  the  surfing 
caucus,  Dana  Rohrabacher. 

Mr.  Rohrabacher.  Hey,  thanks  a  lot. 

Mr.  Fazio.  The  junior  member  is  here,  too. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  I  said  the  senior  member. 

Mr.  Rohrabacher.  I  see  the  chairman  of  the  surfing  caucus,  now 
that  we  have  got  Bilbray  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  distinguished  members  of  this  subcommittee, 
thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  today.  I  am  here  to  re- 
quest— by  the  way,  before  I  request  for  myself,  I  would  like  to  re- 
quest that  the  statements  by  Mr.  Thomas  and  Mr.  Radanovich, 
who  were  unfortunately  not  able  to  attend  today,  would  be  placed 
in  the  record. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  Rohrabacher.  So  I  am  here  to  request  your  continuing  as- 
sistance for  a  vital  project  in  Southern  California,  the  Santa  Ana 
River  Mainstem  project. 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  described  the  Santa  Ana  River 
as  the  most  dangerous  flood  threat  west  of  the  Mississippi,  and  by 
providing  the  necessary  funding  to  continue  construction  of  the 
Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem  project,  this  subcommittee  is  contribut- 
ing to  the  protection  of  millions  of  lives  and  protecting  against  an 
economic  catastrophe  that  would  mar  the  economy  far  beyond 
Southern  California.  For  fiscal  year  1997,  the  request  will  be  ap- 
proximately $50  million. 

Let  me  note  that  the  project  is  today  ahead  of  schedule  and 
under  budget.  The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  done  a  terrific  job, 
and  our  people  are  not  only  having  their  families  and  their  homes 
protected;  it  is  my  pleasure  today  to  be  able  to  announce  that  the 
Mainstem  project  is  now  over  50  percent  complete  and  that  the 
Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  has  agreed  to  begin  the 
process  of  reducing  the  rates  of  costly  flood  insurance  in  my  area 
which — the  homeowners  all  of  these  years  have  not  only  been  pay- 
ing their  taxes,  but  have  been  paying  these  oppressively  high  flood 
insurance  rates,  and  we  now  are  beginning  to  bring  that  down  a 
little  bit. 

I  would  like  to  personally  thank  Chairman  Myers  and  Chairman 
Bevill  for  not  only  protecting  the  safety  of  the  families  and  homes 
in  my  area,  but  also  now  to  help  us  bring  down  this  costly  flood 
insurance  which  will  let  these  families  have  a  little  bit  more  of 
their  take-home  pay  to  take  care  of  their  family  needs. 

So  thank  you  both  very  much  for  what  you  have  done  in  backing 
this  really  important  project. 

And,  Mr.  Bevill  and  Mr.  Myers,  you  know  I  really  mean  that  se- 
riously. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you. 
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Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  I  am  here  to  support  also  the  City  of  Hun- 
tington Beach,  and  you  will  hear  from  some  able  representatives 
from  Huntington  Beach,  which  is  Surf  City,  USA,  I  might  add. 
They  are  making  a  request  for  $900,000  in  an  appropriation  for  a 
water  infrastructure  reliability  study.  Public  law  101-60  authorizes 
these  studies  of  seismic  safety  of  Southern  California's  cities'  water, 
sewer  and  drainage  systems.  The  Cities  of  Norwalk  and  Arcadia 
have  received  appropriations  pursuant  to  this  law  in  fiscal  year 
1995,  and  I  believe  that  the  City  of  Huntington  Beach  is  just  as 
deserving  and  has  a  case  to  be  made  that  they  deserve  this  as  well. 

Lastly — lastly,  I  would  like  to  join  my  colleague,  Chris  Cox,  in 
supporting  various  requests  from  the  City  of  Newport  Beach,  and 
I  would  draw  particular  attention  to  the  request  for  $5.5  million  for 
the  Surfside/Sunset  Beach  to  Newport  Beach  Erosion  Control 
project. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify.  I  have  always  appreciated 
your  support,  Mr.  Myers  and  Mr.  Bevill,  as  well  as  the  other  mem- 
bers here.  So  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Rohrabacher. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Rohrabacher  follows:] 
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The  Honorable  Dana  Rohrabacher 

Statement  before  the  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee 

on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

March  6,  1996 


Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  Members  of  this  Subcommittee, 
thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 

I  am  here  to  request  your  continuing  assistance  for  an 
important  project  in  Southern  California  --  the  Santa  Ana  River 
Mainstem  Project.   The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  described  the 
Santa  Ana  River  as  the  most  dangerous  flood  threat  west  of  the 
Mississippi.   By  providing  the  necessary  funding  to  continue 
construction  of  the  Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem  Project,  this 
Subcommittee  is  contributing  to  the  protection  of  millions  of 
lives  and  protecting  against  an  economic  catastrophe  that  would 
mar  the  economy  far  beyond  Southern  California.   For  Fiscal  Year 
1997,  the  request  will  be  approximately  $50  million. 

The  Mainstem  project  is  now  50%  complete.  At  my  request,  the 
Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  has  agreed  to  begin  the 
process  of  reducing  the  rates  of  the  costly  flood  insurance 
homeowners  are  required  to  pay  due  to  the  reduced  threat  of 
flooding.   It  is  vital  that  this  project  be  funded  through 
completion.  When  the  project  is  completed,  FEMA  will  lift  its 
mandate  requiring  homeowners  to  purchase  costly  flood  insurance. 

I  am  also  here  to  support  the  City  of  Huntington  Beach, 
California's  request  for  a  $900,000  appropriation  for  a  water 
infrastructure  reliadaility  study.   Public  Law  101-60  authorizes 
studies  of  the  seismic  safety  of  Southern  California  cities' 
water,  sewer  and  drainage  systems.   The  cities  of  Norwalk  and 
Arcadia  have  received  appropriations  pursuant  to  this  law  in 
Fiscal  Year  1995  and  I  believe  that  the  City  of  Huntington  Beach 
is  just  as  deserving. 

Lastly,  I  would  like  to  join  my  colleague  Chris  Cox  in 
supporting  various  requests  of  the  City  of  Newport  Beach  and  I 
would  draw  particular  attention  to  the  request  for  $5.5  million 
for  the  Surfside/Sunset  Beach  to  Newport  Beach  Erosion  Control 
Project. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify  and  the 
Subcommittee's  consideration  of  these  requests.  Thank  you. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  WILLIAM  M.  THOMAS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Thomas  follows:] 
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Statement  of  the  Honorable 

WILLIAM  M.  THOMAS 

Member  of  Congress,  21st  District  of  California 

House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

March  6,  1996 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  for  this  opportunity  to 
testify  today  in  support  of  funding  for  projects  being  conducted  by  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  in  my  district.  In  addition,  I  would  like  to  introduce  Kern  County  Supervisor  Mary 
K.  Shell,  who  will  provide  testimony  regarding  the  Caliente  Creek  Flood  Control  Project  in 
Kern  County,  California. 

CAl  IFNTE  CREEK 

Caliente  Creek  was  the  nation's  first  federal  project  in  which  a  50-percent  cost-sharing 
agreement  between  local  interests  and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  funded  the  feasibility 
study.  The  initial  feasibility  study  was  completed  in  December  of  1988.  Unfortunately,  due 
to  a  previously  unidentified  sedimentation  problem  that  was  discovered  during  the  review  of 
the  recommended  project  design  by  the  Corps'  Washington  office,  the  Corps  informed  the 
local  sponsors  that  the  recommended  project  was  not  feasible  and  that  new  alternatives 
would  have  to  be  examined. 

Although  this  initial  setback  was  a  terrible  disappointment  to  everyone  involved,  the 
fact  remains  that  some  kind  of  flood  control  project  is  desperately  needed  on  Caliente  Creek. 
Twice  in  the  last  16  years,  once  in  1978,  and  again  in  1983,  flood  damage  to  both 
agricultural  and  urban  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  Caliente  Creek  totaled  more  than  $36  million 
dollars.  The  urgency  for  this  project  remains. 

In  1991,  the  Corps  completed  its  examination  of  new  flood  control  alternatives  for 
Caliente  Creek,  and  both  the  Corps  and  the  local  sponsors  are  confident  that  at  least  one  of 
these  alternatives  -  involving  flood  water  management  as  opposed  to  the  previously-proposed 
watershed  control  structures  -  will  prove  to  be  feasible.  The  local  sponsors  have  yet  again 
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committed  themselves  to  cost-sharing  the  feasibility  study  to  develop  a  flood  water 
management  plan.  In  this  regard,  it  should  be  noted  that  these  local  entities  -  the  County  of 
Kern,  the  Kern  County  Water  Agency  -  along  with  the  cities  of  Arvin  and  Lamont  have 
dutifully  met  their  annual  obligations  under  the  previous  cost-sharing  agreements. 

Although  the  President  has  not  submitted  a  specific  budget  for  FY  1997  to  include 
Corps  projects,  the  President's  FY  1996  budget  did  include  funds  to  continue  feasibility-level 
work  on  such  a  plan.  With  an  even  greater  level  of  contribution  coming  from  the  local 
sponsors,  the  participants  should  be  able  to  finish  this  study  with  these  funds  and  forward  a 
draft  report  to  the  Corps'  Washington,  D.C.  office  for  more  detailed  analysis  in  1998. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  appreciated  the  Subcommittee's  support  of  this  project  in  the 
past,  and  I  am  hopeful  that  I  can  continue  to  count  on  that  support.  Over  the  last  thirteen 
years,  the  local  sponsors  have  faithfully  contributed  their  share  of  the  costs,  but  have  received 
little  from  the  federal  government  in  return.   By  necessity,  however,  they  remain  firmly 
committed  to  seeing  this  enterprise  through  to  completion.  In  furtherance  of  that  objective,  I 
respectfully  request  the  addition  of  statutory  language  designating  an  appropriation  of 
$1 50,000  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  and  complete  feasibility-level  work  on  the 
Caliente  Creek  Flood  Control  Project  within  the  1 997  fiscal  year. 

SUCCESS  RESERVOIR 

The  Success  Reservoir  currently  provides  flood  control  and  water  conservation  in  the 
Tule  River  basin,  which  encompasses  the  urban  area  of  Porterville,  as  well  as  downstream 
agricultural  lands  within  Tulare  and  Kings  Counties,  California.  The  agricultural  products 
from  this  area  create  gross  revenues  in  excess  of  $200  million  each  year. 

However,  these  areas  are  still  prone  to  flooding,  as  past  history  demonstrates. 
Estimated  damages  from  the  Tule  River  floods  of  1966  and  1969  totaled  $5  million,  and 
additional  flooding  occurred  in  the  Tule  Lake  basin  in  1978,  1980,  1982  and  1983. 

The  Success  Reservoir  Enlargement  Project  would  raise  the  spillway  of  the  reservoir  by 
10  feet,  increasing  its  storage  capacity  by  28,000  acre  feet  and  nearly  doubling  its  flood 
control  capacity.  At  its  current  height,  the  dam  provides  flood  control  sufficient  to  protect 
against  a  60-year  flood.  With  a  ten  foot  higher  spillway,  the  dam  would  be  able  to  contain  a 
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100-year  flood. 

At  this  time,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  conducting  the  Success  Reservoir  Enlargement 
Feasibility  study  in  order  to  determine  whether  or  not  their  plans  to  raise  the  spillway  by  ten 
feet,  providing  greater  flood  control  and  water  conservation,  are  feasible.  In  order  to 
accomplish  this,  I  ask  that  the  subcommittee  consider  an  appropriation  of  $200,000  for  the 
continuation  and  planning  of  this  study  for  FY  1 997. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  GEORGE  P.  RADANOVICH,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Radanovich  follows:] 
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THE  HONORABLE  GEORGE  RADANOVICH 


TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

MARCH  6, 1996 


BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

Central  Valley  Project  Operation  and  Maintenance;     The  Central  Valley  of 
California  is  one  of  the  world's  most  productive  agricultural  areas.  Its  productivity  is  dependent 
in  large  part  upon  the  continued  successful  operation  of  the  Central  Valley  Project  (CVP).  I 
concur  with  the  California  Water  Commission's  request  for  $57.7  million  for  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  CVP  for  FY  1997. 


San  Joaquin  River  Comprehensive  Plan:  I  remain  adamantly  opposed  to  the  providing 
of  any  funding  for  the  San  Joaquin  River  Comprehensive  Plan  until  Congress  acts  to  redirect  this 
project. 

Under  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  (CVPIA),  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  is  directed  to  develop  a  "reasonable,  prudent  and  feasible  plan"  regarding  fish  and 
wildlife  concerns  on  the  river.  This  includes  the  possible  reestablishment  of  a  salmon  fishery  on 
the  upper  San  Joaquin  River. 

Salmon  disappeared  from  the  Upper  San  Joaquin  River  about  forty  years  ago.  Any 
attempts  to  reintroduce  a  fishery  would  adversely  affect  the  economy  of  the  Central  Valley  and 
would  not  meet  the  CVPIA' s  requirement  for  a  plan  that  is  "reasonable,  prudent  or  feasible." 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  Babbitt  has  recognized  this.  In  1994,  he  stated  that  restoring  the  fishery 
is  unreasonable  as  it  would  irrevocably  harm  the  communities  that  have  developed  in  the  region 
during  the  past  forty  years. 

While  the  people  of  the  Central  Valley  welcomed  the  Secretary's  statement,  the  San 
Joaquin  fishery  study  remains  a  source  of  great  concern  for  area  residents. 

I  urge  that  Congress  not  commit  any  funds  for  FY  1997  to  the  San  Joaquin  River 
Comprehensive  Plan. 


Shasta  Dam  Temperature  Control  Device:  The  installation  of  a  temperature  control 
device  at  Shasta  Dam  will  benefit  both  agricultural  and  urban  users  as  well  as  the  environment.  I 
would  like  to  request  $3.47  million  for  this  project  from  the  CVP  Restoration  Fund,  which  is 
funded  by  a  surcharge  on  the  water  and  power  customers  of  the  CVP. 
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Glenn-Colusa  Irrigation  District  Fish  Screen:  I  support  the  installation  of  a  permanent 
fish  screen  at  the  Hamilton  City  Pumping  Plant.  The  screen  will  further  enhance  the  ability  of 
the  District  to  obtain  lasting  protection  for  winter-run  salmon  and  other  fishery  resources.  This 
project  is  important  for  the  entire  CVP  service  area  as  it  will  minimize  the  need  to  divert  water 
from  agriculture  for  fish  protection. 

I  request  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  be  allocated  $4.3  million  to  complete  the 
environmental  reviews  and  the  design  and  engineering  work  for  the  permanent  fish  screen. 


Arroyo  Pasaiero:  During  the  winter  of  1994-95,  severe  flooding  caused  significant 
property  damage  in  the  area  surrounding  Arroyo  Pasajero.  If  not  for  the  faulty  design  of  the  San 
Luis  Canal,  most  of  this  property  damage  could  have  been  averted.  Flood  damage  claims  filed 
by  local  landowners  against  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  state  Department  of  Water 
Resources  have  exceeded  more  than  $10  million. 

Attempts  are  currently  being  made  to  obtain  funds  in  an  emergency  appropriations 
supplemental  bill  to  compensate  property  owners.  I  fully  support  these  efforts. 

If  such  funding  carmot  be  obtained,  I  request  that  the  Committee  provide  up  to  $10 
million  dollars  to  compensate  persons  whose  property  was  damaged. 


CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

Kaweah  River; 

Terminus  Dam:  The  Corps  of  Engineers  is  in  the  process  of  working  on  a 
feasibility  study  to  increase  the  storage  capacity  of  Terminus  Reservoir.  By  raising  the  spillway 
by  21  feet,  this  project  will  provide  greater  flood  control  for  the  communities  of  Visalia, 
Farmersville,  Tulare,  Ivanhoe,  and  Goshen.  This  project  will  also  provide  additional  water  for 
irrigation. 

The  Corps  has  expressed  concerns  about  the  seismic  stability  of  Terminus  Dam,  and  it 
undertook  a  dam  safety  study  in  FY  1996. 

I  request  that  the  Appropriations  Committee  provide  $1 .3  million  for  FY  1997  for 
preconstruction,  engineering,  and  design  (PED)  work  for  the  feasibility  study  for  increasing  the 
reservoir's  storage  capacity.  1  also  suggest  that  the  Committee  allocate  $1  million  for  the 
seismic  study. 

Kaweah  Corridor  Enhancement  Project:  I  would  also  like  to  ask  the 
Committee  to  provide  $100,000,  through  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation,  for  the  Kaweah 
River  Corridor  Enhancement  Study.  This  study  is  seeking  to  develop  solutions  for  improving 
groundwater  recharge  and  flood  control  through  conservation  and  enhancement  of  riparian 


23-*ll    O    06      -16 


1730 

habitat  in  the  area  immediately  below  Terminus  Dam. 


Sacramento  River  Restoration  Project:  I  request  that  the  Committee  allocate  $1 
million  to  continue  work  on  the  Sacramento  River  gradient  and  riffle  restoration  project.  By 
stabilizing  the  elevation  of  the  river,  this  project  will  improve  conditions  for  winter-run  chinook 
salmon.  The  Sacramento  River  Restoration  Project  will  increase  the  effectiveness  of  the  new 
permanent  fish  screen  at  the  Hamilton  City  Pumping  Plant. 


Kings  River: 

Kings  River  Fish  and  Wildlife  Habitat  Restoration  Study:  I  would  like  to 
request  $500,000  for  the  continuation  of  a  feasibility  study  offish  and  wildlife  habitat  restoration 
measures  on  the  Kings  River  and  at  the  Pine  Flat  Dam  flood  control  project.  This  study  is 
examining  ways  to  improve  the  environment  on  the  Kings  River  without  harming  the  agricultural 
economy  that  is  dependent  upon  the  river's  water. 

Pine  Flat  Dam  Turbine  Bypass:  I  am  pleased  that  the  Corps  is  continuing  with 
the  Pine  Flat  Dam  turbine  bypass  as  a  Section  1135  environmental  enhancement  program.  I 
have  appreciated  the  Committee's  past  assistance  on  this  project,  and  I  will  continue  to  follow 
the  turbine  bypass  project  closely. 


Tule  River:  Success  Dam  on  the  Tule  River  provides  flood  control  and  irrigation  water 
for  the  southern  San  Joaquin  Valley.  The  Corps  is  currently  conducting  an  enlargement 
feasibility  study  to  determine  whether  raising  the  spillway  by  10  feet  is  possible.  I  ask  the 
Committee  to  allocate  $200,000  for  FY  1997  for  the  completion  of  this  study. 
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WED^fESDAY,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  JOHN  T.  DOOLITTLE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Congressman  John  Doolittle. 

Mr.  Doolittle.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members. 

This  committee  is  well  famiHar  with  the  problems — the  water 
problems  we  face  in  the  Sacramento  area.  Since  our  great  flood  of 
1986,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  extensively  studied  the  area  to 
ascertain  the  threat  posed  by  flooding  and  has  concluded  that  the 
maximum  foreseeable  flood  event  for  our  area  is  a  250-year  event 
on  the  American  River. 

The  main  dam  on  this  river  was  built — authorized  in  1950,  Fol- 
som  Dam,  and  at  that  time  the  experts  projected  that  we  would 
have  protection  from  the  250-year  event.  Since  the  authorization, 
the  four  largest  storms  of  record  have  subsequently  occurred.  As  a 
result,  the  protection  afforded  by  Folsom  Dam  has  been  down- 
graded from  250  years  to  a  78-year  level  of  flood  protection. 

We  have  the  lowest  level  of  flood  protection  of  any  river  city  in 
the  United  States,  and  the  threat  is  very  grave.  You  will  be  hear- 
ing later  on  today  from  Michael  Steams  and  Ray  Boros  represent- 
ing the  State  Board  of  Reclamation,  the  chief  local  cost-sharing 
partner,  and  Paul  Devereux,  representing  the  Sacramento  Area 
Flood  Control  Agency,  which  is  the  other  local  cost-sharing  partner. 
And  then  you  will  be  hearing  from  Jack  Warren,  Walt  Shuttle  and 
George  Barber,  representing  the  American  River  Authority.  Mr. 
Schultz  and  Mr.  Barber  are  elected  members  of  the  El  Dorado  and 
San  Joaquin  County  Board  of  Supervisors,  respectively. 

I  have  a  written  statement;  I  am  going  to  summarize  that,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  just  indicate  to  you  that  Sacramento  sits  essentially 
at  sea  level  surrounded  by  high  levees.  I  brought  this  book.  The 
River  of  Fear,  just  to  show  you  three  quick  pictures.  This  is  the 
American  River  in  the  north  fork  that  we  seek  to  obtain  protection 
from.  This  was  taken  in  1986.  Here  is  the  presently  authorized  Au- 
burn Dam  foundation,  which  extends  under  the  river.  Normal  flow 
of  the  river  is  diverted  by  a  tunnel,  runs  underground  and  comes 
out  here.  This  is  the  Coffer  Dam,  which  is  now  breached  in  this 
photo  as  a  result  of  the  high  flows  in  the  river,  and  this  is  what 
we  are  trying  to  protect  ourselves  against. 

Now,  Sacramento  is  surrounded  by  high  levees.  I  just  brought 
this  picture.  This  breach  in  the  levee  occurred  on  the  Yuba  River 
about  30  miles  north  of  Sacramento,  but  our  levees — Sacramento 
on  about  two  sides  is  surrounded  by  high  levees  just  like  this;  when 
this  breach  occurred,  amongst  other  things,  you  had  this  type  of 
flooding.  This  was  the  local  mall. 

We  have  projected  the  first  breach  in  our  levee  that  occurs  will 
produce  about  $7  billion  worth  of  damage  and  will  inundate  an 
area  to  depths  between — range  between  5  and  20  feet.  That  water 
is  projected  to  remain  for  up  to  60  days.  We  have  160,000  homes 
in  the  floodplain,  400,000  residents,  5,000  businesses  and  $40  bil- 
lion of  damageable  property. 
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I  am  here,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  to  thank  you  for  your 
past  support  and  to  ask  for  $8  milHon  in  monies  for 
preconstruction,  engineering  and  design  work  on  our  comprehen- 
sive flood  control  project.  I  would  just  point  out  that  although  there 
are  other  alternatives  that  have  been  identified,  no  other  alter- 
native provides  protection  for  Sacramento  against  the  standard 
project  flood. 

I  have  one  other  request,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  that  is  $700,000  for 
the  upper  Truckee  River  and  wetland  restoration  project  at  Lake 
Tahoe.  Upper  Truckee  River  is  the  largest  tributary  that  drains 
about  30  percent  of  the  Lake  Tahoe  Basin.  This  river  presently  is 
bringing  a  number  of  rich  nutrients  into  the  lake  and  that  is  caus- 
ing the  growth  of  algae.  This  project  will  substantially  reduce  that 
problem. 

And,  by  the  way,  this  is  one  of  the  largest  and  most  significant 
alpine  wetland  restoration  projects  ever  undertaken  in  the  country. 
It  has  a  tremendously  broad  range  of  support. 

I  very  much  appreciate  the  members  of  the  committee  hearing 
me  out.  And  I,  too,  would  like  to  give  my  accolades  to  our  Chair- 
man, the  last  Congress'  Chairman  and  the  members  of  the  commit- 
tee. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Doolittle  follows:] 
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Statement  of  the  Honorable  John  T.  Doolittle 

before  the 

Energy  and  Water  Subcommittee 

House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

March  6,  1996 


Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  subcommittee,  for  this  opportunity  to 
testify.  I  am  here  today  to  request  federal  assistance  on  two  projects  of  significance  to  northern 
California. 

My  first  request  is  a  $8  million  appropriation  in  fiscal  year  (FY)  1997  to  begin  work  on  the 
comprehensive  flood  control  plan  recommended  for  Sacramento  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 
This  plan  includes  construction  of  the  Auburn  Dam  on  the  North  Fork  of  the  American  River.  I 
have  requested  the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure  Committee  include  authorization  for  the 
flood  control  plan  in  this  year's  Water  Resources  Development  Act. 

Ten  years  ago  last  month,  Mr.  Chairman,  over  $1.3  billion  in  destruction  was  caused  to 
Northern  California  by  the  largest  flood  yet  on  record.  Thirteen  people  died,  67  were  injured,  and 
the  better  part  of  California  was  declared  a  federal  disaster  area.  It  was  a  truly  devastating  event 
and  one  I  will  never  forget. 

We  now  know  that,  compared  to  similar  river  cities  in  the  nation,  Sacramento  has  the 
lowest  level  of  flood  protection  in  America.  The  city  currently  has  just  78-year  flood  protection. 
When  one  considers  that  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency's  (FEMA)  minimum 
standard  is  100-year  protection,  it  becomes  clear  that  additional  flood  protection  is  needed    The 
Corps  of  Engineers  has  determined  that  the  "standard  project  flood"  ~  which  is  the  largest  flood 
the  region  can  reasonably  expect  ~  is  a  250-year  event.  Let  me  repeat;  Sacramento  can  expect  a 
250-year  flood  event  yet  currently  has  inadequate  protection  against  any  flood  greater  than  a 
78-year  event. 

Four  hundred  thousand  residents  and  $40  billion  are  at  risk  in  the  170-square  mile 
floodplain.  If  the  necessary  steps  are  not  taken  to  protect  contain  the  American  River  from 
breaching  or  overtopping  the  levees,  between  $7  and  $16  billion  in  damage  will  occur  and  100 
lives  may  be  lost  in  the  first  six  hours. 

A  review  of  Sacramento's  flood  protection  after  the  1986  flood  found  that  Folsom  Dam 
and  Sacramento's  60-year  old  levee  system  provided  Sacramento  with  its  current  and  inadequate 
78-year  level  of  protection.  A  review  of  Sacramento's  flood  protection  by  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  found  that  levees  along  the  American  River  have  about  a  60  percent  chance  of  failing 
during  a  100-year  flood  event. 
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A  1 00-year  flood  would  cause  damages  that  would  be  comparable  to  those  suflFered  in  the 
devastating  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.  Assuming  a  comparable  public-private  commitment, 
costs  for  relief  and  reconstniction  would  total  $5  billion  of  which  the  federal  government  would 
contribute  $2.85  billion  ~  more  than  four  times  as  much  as  the  $609  million  total  federal 
contribution  we  are  seeking  to  complete  the  comprehensive  flood  control  plan,  including  Auburn 
Dam,  for  Sacramento. 

In  addition  to  securing  these  federal  funds,  I  have  made  certain  that  the  local  cost-sharing 
partners  are  committed  to  the  Auburn  Dam.  Last  October,  the  California  State  Board  of 
Reclamation  approved  a  resolution  calling  for  a  muhtpurpose  dam  at  Auburn.  A  month  later,  the 
Sacramento  Area  Flood  Control  Agency  (SAFCA)  approved  a  resolution  calling  for  construction 
of  the  Auburn  Dam.  Both  of  the  non-federal  sponsors  are  committeed  to  paying  for  their  portion 
of  the  dam.  Their  contribution  for  this  comprehensive  plan  will  total  $350  million. 

I  believe  that  one  of  the  reasons  the  state  and  local  government  agencies  are  so  dedicated 
to  building  the  dam  is  that  they  recognize  that  it  is  popular  with  the  people  in  the  region.  In  the 
most  comprehensive  scientific  survey  to  date,  conducted  in  February  1996,  nearly  two-thirds  of 
Sacramento  area  residents  signalled  support  for  construction  of  a  dam  at  Auburn    Less  than  17 
percent  of  the  residents  polled  supported  a  non-dam  alternative.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  area  I 
represent  is  one  of  the  most  anti-tax  regions  in  the  country.  Yet,  according  to  the  survey,  a 
majority  of  the  respondents  indicated  they  would  be  willing  to  increase  their  property  assessments 
by  $90  per  year,  an  amount  greater  than  that  needed  to  pay  for  the  local  share  of  the  dam 

The  simple  reason  that  the  dam  is  so  popular  with  area  residents  is  that  they  know  the  dam 
is  the  only  alternative  that  provides  an  adequate  level  of  protection  against  the  standard  project 
flood  (a  250-year  event).  The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  concluded  as  much  in  their  final  report 
on  the  American  River  Watershed  Project.  Even  the  dam's  most  vocifierous  opponents  admit  this 
fact.  In  his  testimony  before  the  House  Transportation  Subcommittee  on  Water  Resources, 
Friends  of  the  River  Director  Ron  Stork  noted  that  the  leading  non-dam  alternative,  called  the 
Stepped  Release  Plan,  provides  235-year  flood  protection,  less  than  the  250-year  protection  that 
is  needed  to  protect  Sacramento  against  the  standard  flood  project.  The  other  alternative,  known 
as  the  Folsom  Dam  Modification  Plan,  would  provide  only  180-year  protection.  Thus,  no  other 
alternative  protects  Sacramento  against  the  level  of  flooding  the  Corps  believes  is  likely  to  occur 
in  the  future.  If  we  are  serious  about  protecting  Sacramento,  our  only  option  is  the  dam. 

The  virtue  of  the  Auburn  Dam  proposal  is  its  ability  not  only  to  shield  Sacramento  from 
disastrous  flooding,  but  also  its  ability  to  provide  a  clean,  reliable  water  supply  to  California's 
Central  Valley.  California  has  added  1 1  million  residents  since  construction  of  the  last  water 
project  in  the  state.  The  state's  population  is  expected  to  continue  its  current  growth  explosion, 
rising  from  32  million  residents  today  to  an  anticipated  49  million  by  the  year  2020.  An  Auburn 
Dam  will  provide  badly-needed  water  for  people,  agriculture,  industry,  and  the  environment.  It  is 
essential  that  we  pursue  the  few  options  available  to  boost  the  state's  water  supply. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  opponents  of  the  Auburn  Dam  repeatedly  state  that  better,  cheaper 
alternatives  exist.  Yet  not  only  do  the  alternatives  fail  to  protect  Sacramento  from  foreseeable 
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flooding,  they  are  not  cost-effective.  The  federal  contribution  for  the  Stepped  Release  Plan  would 
be  $455  million  and  the  federal  costs  for  the  Folsom  Modification  Plan  would  be  $245  million.  In 
other  words,  every  option  is  going  to  require  significant  federal  expenditure.  Our  job  is  to  make 
sure  that  federal  taxpayers  "get  the  biggest  bang  for  the  buck."  Towards  that  goal,  it  is  important 
to  note  that  the  Stepped  Release  Plan  provides  less  than  half  the  flood  protection  of  the  dam  but 
costs  nearly  three-fourths  as  much  as  the  dam. 

Because  it  provides  a  two-to-one  benefit-to-cost  ratio,  the  dam  has  been  selected  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  as  the  National  Economic  Development  (hfED)  proposal.  In  other  words,  for 
the  amount  of  money  invested,  the  federal  government  recoups  the  greatest  benefits  from  the 
Auburn  Dam  plan.  By  way  of  comparison,  the  Stepped  Release  Plan  has  only  a  one-to-one 
cost-benefit  ratio. 

I  would  like  to  address,  Mr.  Chairman,  what  is  clearly  the  main  cause  of  concern  for 
opponents  of  the  dam;  namely,  its  environmental  impact.  Specifically,  the  fact  that  a  dam  will  lead 
to  the  flooding  of  the  American  River  Canyon  is  undeniable.  With  so  few  options  available  to 
provide  adequate  flood  protection  to  Sacramento,  we  have  to  make  difficult  choices.  If  there 
were  any  other  way  we  could  give  Sacramento  the  protection  it  needs  and  give  the  region  the 
water  it  needs,  without  flooding  the  river  canyon,  I  would  support  it.  But  such  a  plan  does  not 
exist. 

The  Auburn  Dam  is  not,  however,  an  environmental  disaster  as  its  opponents  like  to 
suggest.  Environmental  experts  at  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  in  consultation  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  have  done  a  good  job  of  mitigating  the  project's  impact  on  the  canyon  with  land 
set-asides  in  nearby  watersheds. 

In  addition,  there  are  a  considerable  number  of  benefits  that  the  Auburn  Dam  can  provide, 
benefits  that  the  corporate  green  lobby  continues  to  ignore.  Only  the  Auburn  Dam  is  capable  of 
protecting  the  environment  fi'om  toxics  and  contamination  from  average  to  large  flood  events. 
Hazardous  substances  from  above-ground  tanks  and  drums,  including  oils,  liquid  propane, 
pesticides,  and  industrial  chemicals,  would  be  swept  away  by  flood  waters,  severely  impacting 
flora  and  fauna  in  the  170  square  mile  floodplain.  Sewage  treatment  sites,  water  treatment  plants, 
and  local  landfills  are  all  likely  sources  for  contamination  during  a  significant  flood  event. 

In  addition  to  preventing  environmental  catastrophes  caused  by  flooding,  the  Auburn  Dam 
provides  other  environmental  benefits.  For  example,  water  from  a  muhipurpose  dam  would  help 
normalize  Folsom  Reservoir;  provide  regular  cold  water  flows  down  the  American  River  to  aid 
migratory  fish;  improve  the  condition  of  habitat  and  wildlife  along  the  Lower  American;  and 
provide  badly-needed  river  flows  to  flush  salt  water  from  the  Bay-Delta  and  provide  for 
endangered  species  in  that  area.  The  hydroelectric  component  of  the  Auburn  Dam  could  provide 
clean,  renewable  energy  supplies  to  California.  A  new  hydropower  source  could  also  reduce  our 
dependence  on  nuclear  and  petroleum-based  energy. 

Lastly,  we  should  remember  that  every  consideration  of  the  dam's  environmental  impact 
should  begin  with  a  view  of  how  human  lives  may  be  affected.  After  the  1986  flood,  Sacramento 
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was  able  to  rebuild  its  structures  and  repair  its  infrastructure,  but  there  was  nothing  we  could  do 
for  the  families  of  the  thirteen  individuals  who  were  killed  by  the  flooding.  Saving  lives  must  be 
our  primary  mission,  and  it  is  beyond  serious  debate  that  the  Auburn  Dam  does  more  than  any 
other  alternative  to  minimize  the  risk  of  lost  lives  due  to  flooding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  comprehensive  flood  control  plan  that  includes  the  Auburn  Dam  is 
quite  simply  the  only  real  flood  control  option  for  the  residents  of  Sacramento  and  surrounding 
areas.  With  regard  to  the  cost,  it  is  a  matter  of  paying  now  or  paying  later.  We  can  protect 
America's  taxpayers  by  making  this  relatively  small  investment  now,  or  we  put  them  on  hook  for 
an  assuredly  fhore  expensive  bailout  in  the  future.  I  ask  your  help  and  that  of  the  committee  in 
securing  $8  million  in  FY  1997  to  begin  construction  of  this  important  flood  control  project. 

Secondly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  respectfully  request  $5  million  for  the  Upper  Truckee  River 
and  Wetland  Restoration  Project  at  Lake  Tahoe. 

The  Upper  Truckee  River  is  the  largest  tributary  entering  Lake  Tahoe.  It  drains  30 
percent  of  the  lake  Tahoe  Basin's  land,  and  is  generating  and  transporting  large  amounts  of 
nutrient  rich  sediment  into  Lake  Tahoe.  The  accelerated  introduction  of  nutrients  is  dramatically 
increasing  algae  growth.  This  process  is  adversely  impacting  Lake  Tahoe' s  water  quality  and 
clarity. 

Located  at  the  mouth  of  the  Upper  Truckee  River,  this  project  will  restore  a  significant 
portion  of  the  river  and  the  adjoining  wetland  areas  which  will  help  prevent  erosion,  remove 
nutrients  from  runoff,  improve  wildlife  habitat,  and  increase  public  access  to  Lake  Tahoe.  This 
project  will  also  result  in  substantial  economic  benefits  to  the  region. 

This  project  is  urgently  needed  to  protect  Lake  Tahoe' s  world-famous  clarity  which  is  the 
centerpiece  of  the  region's  economic  and  natural  values.  Lake  Tahoe  is  a  major  tourist  area 
because  of  its  extraordinary  beauty.  It  receives  over  23  million  visitor  days  of  use  each  year,  and 
supports  a  billion  dollar  visitor-serving  economy  which  involves  20,000  jobs. 

This  project  is  one  of  the  most  significant  efforts  we  can  undertake  to  protect  this  national 
treasure.  In  recognition  of  its  significance,  this  project  is  supported  by  a  diverse  and  extraordinary 
coalition  of  local  government,  regional  economic  groups,  businesses,  property  owner  groups, 
environmental  groups,  and  regional  public  agencies  located  in  both  California  and  Nevada.  Also, 
substantial  state  and  local  resources  have  been  committed  to  this  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  you  will  join  me  in  supporting  this  project.  It  is  one  of  the  largest 
and  most  significant  alpine  wetland  restoration  projects  ever  undertaken  in  the  United  States 
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Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Fazio. 

Mr.  Fazio.  First  of  all,  let  me  say,  John,  I  want  to  add  my  sup- 
port for  the  last  project  you  mentioned.  I  know  the  League  to  Save 
Lake  Tahoe  is  very  supportive  of  your  efforts  on  the  Upper  Truck- 
ee. 

But  I  also  want  to  say,  this  committee,  as  you  know,  has  been 
stalwart  in  moving  both  on  the  Corps  studies  that  have  brought  us 
to  this  point;  first  the  interim  report  in  1992  and  now  the  more  re- 
cent event  of  1996,  which  is  still,  I  gather,  not  yet  received,  but  on 
its  way  to  us  from  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

We  also  have  been  there  on  the  water  supply  study,  which  I 
know  you  have  been  a  great  supporter  of  as  well;  and  hopefully  we 
will  see  those  two  come  together  in  a  package  that  this  Congress 
can  give  complete  consideration  to. 

I  want  to  say  that  I  think  it  would  be  a  dereliction  if  we  don't 
deal  with  the  flood  problem  that  we  have  in  the  Sacramento  area 
in  this  Congress,  and  I  am  hoping  we  can  continue  to  work  to- 
gether to  make  that  happen.  This  committee  will  play  a  key  role 
in  whatever  is  authorized. 

Now,  the  attention  has  to  be  in  the  authorizing  committee,  and 
we  look  to  our  friends  on  both  the  Public  Works  Committee  and  the 
Interior  Committee  to  work  with  us — and  I  used  their  old  names 
because  I  can't  get  out  of  the  rut. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Thank  you.  You  and  I  and  Bob  Matsui  and  Rich- 
ard Pombo  are  working  closely  together. 

By  the  way,  we  are  seeking  authorization  for  this  conference 
flood  control  project  through  the  Transportation  Infrastructure 
Committee,  and  I  am  sure  there  will  be  many  twists  and  turns  as 
we  go  down  this  road  between  the  administration  and  the  various 
committees  here  in  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  might  remind  the  Members  that  your  prepared 
statements  will  be  placed  in  the  record,  and  if  you  can  expedite  be- 
cause we  have  a  roomful  of  people  that  do  want  to  testify  yet 
today,"  some  of  them  are  catching  flights  I  am  advised.  So  as  Mem- 
bers, you  will  be  seeing  us  so  I  will  not  cut  you  off  but  if  we  can 
move  it  along,  we  would  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  want  to  thank  Congressman  Doo- 
little  and  encourage  him  to  submit  written  testimony  for  the 
record,  and  briefly,  you  are  right,  because  we  do  need  to  move  it 
faster,  but  I  want  to  second  Mr.  Fazio's  comments  and  say  that  I 
believe  this  is  the  year  for  our  subcommittee  working  with  the 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure  Committee  to  bite  the  bullet  and 
take  the  first  steps  to  protect  lives  and  property  in  the  Sacramento 
floodplain. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Thank  you. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.   GEORGE    E.   BROWN,   JR.,   A   REPRESENTATIVE   IN   CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Congressman  Brown  submitted  his  statement  for  the 
record — ^that  is  not  a  hint  to  anyone — and  had  to  depart. 
[The  statement  of  Mr.  Brown  follows:] 
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Representative  George  E.  Brown,  Jr. 

Testimony  Before  tlie 

Energy  and  Water  Development 

Appropriations  Subcommittee 

March  6,  1996 


Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  this  morning  in  support  of  the 
water  projects  recommended  by  the  California  Water  Commission  for  FY97  which  are  of 
great  importance  to  the  state  of  California.    Ms.  Audrey  Tennis,  the  Chair  of  the 
Commission,  will  be  here  later  today  to  speak  about  the  projects. 

I  would  like  to  briefly  highlight  several  of  these  projects  that  are  of  particular  interest 
to  the  people  living  in  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  Counties.     Mr.  Ken  Miller  from  the 
Dept.  of  Transportation  and  Flood  Control  in  San  Bernardino  County  will  be  testifying  on 
behalf  of  these  projects  later  in  more  detail. 

These  projects  will  provide  vital  water  management  infrastructure  for  the  people  of 
Southern  California.    This  region  is  vulnerable  to  both  water  shortages  and  to  devastating 
floods  which  can  cost  billions  of  dollars  in  damage.    Prevention  has  proven  to  be  more  cost- 
effective  than  mitigation.    In  recognition  of  this,  I  would  encourage  the  Committee  to 
continue  its  suppon  of  the  Santa  Ana  River  projects  that  will  protect  the  more  than  2  million 
people  who  live  in  the  Santa  Ana  floodplain. 

There  are  also  a  number  of  projects  in  California  that  are  requesting  funding  under 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  Small  Watershed  Project  Loan  Program.    I  support  the  approval 
of  $3  million  to  initiate  federal  participation  in  the  San  Sevaine  Creek  Water  Project.    This 
project  will  provide  flood  control  and  enhance  local  water  conservation  efforts  in  western  San 
Bernardino  County.    The  project  would  create  water  storage  and  conservation  facilities  which 
would  conserve  storm  water  runoff  and  reduce  the  need  for  water  purchases. 

I  also  want  to  join  some  of  my  colleagues  from  the  Inland  Empire  in  requesting 
8400,000,  through  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  for  the  Saiton  Sea  Authority.    These  funds 
will  be  used  for  the  first  year  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact 
Report  process.    Developing  a  method  to  stabilize  the  water  elevation  and  salinity  of  the 
Saiton  Sea  will  be  of  great  benefit  to  the  entire  region  by  restoring  the  recreational  and 
environmental  uses  of  the  Sea. 

Sound  water  management  is  vital  if  the  economy  of  Southern  California  is  to  survive 
and  flourish.    These  projects  provide  essential  water  management  infrastructure  to  the 
citizens  of  California,  construction  jobs  during  the  project  life-time,  and  lasting  economic 
stability  through  the  provision  of  stable  water  supplies  to  the  businesses  and  residents  of  this 
region.    Again,  I  thank  you  for  your  cooperation  and  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  today  on 
these  important  California  projects. 


1740 

SUMMARY  OF  WATER  PROJECTS 

SUPPORTED  BY  REP.  GEORGE  E.  BROWN,  JR. 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

MARCH  6,  1996 

Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem  Project 

FY  97  Request  -  $52  million 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Funding  will  continue  construction  of  flood  protection  project  for  over  two 
million  residents  living  along  the  Santa  Ana  River  floodplain  in  Riverside,  San 
Bernardino  and  Orange  Counties. 

Seven  Oaks  and  Prado  Dams  Water  Conservation  Smdv 

San  Bernardino,  California 

FY  97  Request  -  $250,000 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

Complete  feasibility  study,  initiate  preparation  of  plans  and  specifications. 

San  Sevaine  Creek  Water  Project 

San  Bernardino/Riverside,  California 

FY  97  Request  -  $3  million 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  Small  Watershed  Project  Loan  Program 

$3  million  to  start  federal  participation  on  project 

Salton  Sea  Authoritv 

Salton  Sea  Area  Study 
FY  97  Request  -  $400,000 
Bureau  of  Reclamation 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 
WITNESS 

HON.  CALVIN  M.  DOOLEY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  And  we  now  move  to  Congressman  Cal  Dooley. 

Mr.  Dooley.  Thank  you,  Congressman  Riggs,  and  I  want  to  join 
with  my  colleagues  in  thanking  both  Congressman  Myers  and  Con- 
gressman Bevill  for  the  good  work  they  have  done  on  all  our  behalf. 
Certainly,  I  think  all  the  Members  of  Congress  are  well-served.  If 
we  all  tried  to  emulate  the  way  you  carried  yourself,  with  dignity 
and  grace  and  consideration  of  other  Members,  the  institution 
would  be  far  better,  I  am  sure. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Cal. 

Mr.  Dooley.  I  also  want  to  thank  the  leadership  of  the  Califor- 
nia Water  Commission  for  all  they  have  done  in  helping  to  define 
some  of  the  priorities  for  California  as  it  relates  to  water  resources. 
I  am  sure  you  will  also  hear  from  Bruce  Greorge  and  Mary  K.  Shell 
on  a  couple  of  projects. 

I  will  be  very  brief.  What  I  am  going  to  submit  in  my  written 
statement  is  a  list  of  projects  which  are  important  to  preserving 
the  Bay-Delta  Agreement,  which  was  an  historic  accord  between 
environmental  interests,  agricultural  interests,  and  municipal  in- 
terests. They  are  projects  which  will  provide  benefits  by  enhancing 
the  environment  and  providing  greater  certainty  to  deliveries  of 
water.  Those  deal  with  some  fish  screens  on  the  Glenn-Colusa  irri- 
gation district,  on  the  Sacramento,  as  well  as  the  temperature  con- 
trol device  on  the  Shasta  Dam. 

I  also  am  going  to  request  that  the  committee  consider  joining 
with  the  Westlands  water  district,  as  well  as  I  think  the  adminis- 
tration, in  finally  resolving  the  Kesterson  Reservoir  cleanup  pro- 
gram. I  think  we  are  in  agreement  on  this  and  we  can  finally  put 
this  issue  to  rest. 

Also  have  a  continued  funding  for  an  Army  Corps  project  dealing 
with  the  Arroyo  Pasajero.  This  was  a  stream  that  flooded  on  the 
west  side  of  the  valley  that  caused  damage  to  Interstate  5,  washed 
out  a  bridge  there,  and  also  has  the  potential  to  breach  the  Califor- 
nia aqueduct,  which  would  be  disastrous  both  for  urban  as  well  as 
agricultural  interests.  We  have  about  $950,000  for  a  feasibility 
study  as  well  as  $870,000  for  a  joint  project  with  the  California  De- 
partment of  Water  Resources. 

There  are  a  couple  of  other  projects  ongoing.  Success  Reservoir 
and  also  an  elevation  of  a  dam  on  Kaweah  River  in  terms  of  a  fea- 
sibility study.  I  would  hope  that  we  would  continue  funding  these. 
I  think  they  are  very  important. 

And  also  would  like  to  once  again  state  that  so  many  of  our  local 
participants  on  a  lot  of  these  projects  get  strung  out  year  after 
year.  And  their  local  match  keeps  increasing  and  we  have  to  bring 
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these  projects  to  closure  in  a  timely  fashion,  and  I  hope  that  this 
committee  recognizes  that  and  that  we  can  bring  these  projects  to 
an  early  conclusion. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Cal. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Dooley  follows:] 
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CONGRESSMAN  CAL  DOOLEY 
before  the 
HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
March  6,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 
I  want  to  express  my  appreciation  for  the  opportunity  to 
testify  before  the  Subcommittee  in  strong  support  of  energy  and 
water  development  projects  and  programs  important  to  the  20th 
Congressional  District  of  California,  the  state  and  the  nation. 

BDREAD  OF  RECLAMATION 

CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT 

As  you  know,  the  Congressional  District  that  I  represent 
lies  within  the  Southern  portion  of  California's  vast  Central 
Valley.   The  Central  Valley  Project  (CVP)  has  made  the  Valley  the 
most  productive  agricultural  region  in  the  world,  providing  a 
stable,  abundant  supply  of  high  quality  food  and  fiber  for  the 
entire  nation  and  for  our  trading  partners.  The  CVP  also  includes 
features  that  control  flooding,  reduce  serious  overdrafts  of 
groundwater  and  provide  water  and  environmentally  clean 
hydroelectric  power  for  cities  and  industries. 

CVP  OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE  —  One  of  my  highest 
priorities  is  adequate  funding  for  CVP  operations  and 
maintenance.   I  strongly  support  the  $57  million  recommendation 
by  the  California  Water  Commissio#,  but  I  am  growing  increasingly 
concerned  that  there  are  not  sufficient  funds  being  appropriated 
to  properly  operate  and  maintain  the  existing  facilities.   I  am 
hopeful  that  the  President's  budget  request  reflects  at  least  the 
level  recommended  by  the  Water  Commission,  and  that  the  Committee 
approves  the  entire  amount  requested.   It  is  troubling  that  this 
amount  is  less  than  the  amount  appropriated  in  1995  —  at  a  time 
when  increased  appropriations  are  more  than  justified. 

BAY-DELTA  AGREEMENT  —  In  1994  the  federal  government, 
together  with  agricultural  and  urban  water  users,  the 
environmental  community  and  the  State  of  California  concluded  an 
historic  agreement  to  protect  the  environmental  resources  of  the 
San  Francisco  Bay-Sacramento-San  Joaquin  River  Delta.  The 
agreement  addresses  water  quality  and  endangered  species  concerns 
while  providing  economic  certainty  for  water  users. 

Parties  to  the  Delta  agreement  are  now  implementing  the 
accord  and  looking  for  ways  to  secure  the  long-term  health  of  the 
resource.  The  California  Water  Commission  has  recommended  $4.1 
million  for  Bay-Delta  Oversight  and  additional  funds  for  other 
Delta-related  activities. 

I  want  to  urge  the  Committee  to  provide  the  maximum  level  of 
support  for  the  Delta  to  ensure  that  the  Bay-Delta  agreement 
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continues  to  work  for  all  Californians. 

UNSCREENED  DIVERSIONS  --  One  of  the  key  items  in  the 
President's  budget  for  the  Delta  is  a  program  to  screen  the 
thousands  of  unscreened  water  intakes  in  the  Delta.  While 
attention  usually  focuses  on  the  Bureau  pumping  plant  that  sends 
water  to  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  these  unscreened  Delta 
diversions  are  a  major  source  of  fish  damage.  I  join  water  users 
and  the  environmental  community  in  supporting  the  California 
Water  Commission's  request  of  $5  million  for  this  project,  $2 
million  of  which  would  come  from  the  restoration  fund. 

SHASTA  DAM  TEMPERATURE  CONTROL  DEVICE  —  The  California 
Water  Commission  recommends  nearly  $3.5  million  to  continue  with 
construction  of  a  device  to  help  water  managers  control  water 
temperatures  to  benefit  salmon  in  the  Sacramento  River.  This 
program  is  supported  by  water  users  and  environmentalists  alike 
because  it  protects  the  fish  while  making  the  maximum  amount  of 
water  available  to  users.   I  urge  the  Committee  to  continue  its 
support  for  this  very  important  program. 

GLENN-COLUSA  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT  FISH  SCREEN  —  I  want  to 
join  my  colleagues  from  the  Sacramento  Valley  in  supporting  the 
California  Water  Commission's  request  for  $4.3  million  to  advance 
work  on  a  permanent  new  fish  screen  at  Glenn-Colusa  Irrigation 
District's  Hamilton  City  Pumping  Plant. 

The  new  screen  is  necessary  to  allow  the  District  to  meet 

its  water  needs  while  protecting  the  endangered  winter  run 

Chinook  salmon.  Projects  such  as  this  that  benefit  the  salmon  are 
important  to  the  entire  CVP  service  area  because  Endangered 

Species  Act  pumping  restrictions  intended  to  protect  the  salmon 

have  had  a  major  impact  on  water  supplies  in  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley. 

SAN  JOAQUIN  RIVER  COMPREHENSIVE  PLAN  —  I  would  like  to 
thank  the  Committee  for  its  decision  last  year  to  withhold  the 
President's  request  for  $1,000,000  in  funding  for  development  of 
the  San  Joaquin  River  Comprehensive  Plan,  which  was  mandated  by 
the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  (CVPIA) .   I  would 
encourage  the  Committee  to  remain  opposed  to  any  funding  for  such 
a  study. 

KESTERSON  REPAYMENT  —  Last  March,  the  Commissioner  of  the 
Bureau  of  REclamation  submitted  to  the  Committee  a  report 
concerning  repayment  of  past  and  anticipated  future  expenditures 
for  the  Kesterson  Reservoir  Cleanup  Program  and  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley  Drainage  program.   In  this  report,  the  Bureau  proposes  al 
alternative  methodology  for  collection  of  costs  associated  with 
these  programs  but  the  Bureau  believes  that  it  is  bound  to  bill 
contractors  in  the  San  Luis  Unit  unless  the  Congress  acts  to  make 
such  costs  nonreimbursable. 

It  is  time  to  settle  this  matter  once  and  for  all.   The 
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Bureau  has  made  a  proposal  that  I  believe  is  a  fair  resolution  of 
the  repayment  issues.   I  therefore  urge  this  Committee  to  explore 
avenues  to  allow  expeditious  consideration  of  the  Bureau's 
recommendations  through  the  legislative  process.   While  the 
Committee  is  not  ordinarily  inclined  to  place  authorizing 
legislation  on  an  appropriations  bill,  this  might  be  an 
exception.   This  is  an  opportunity  to  settle  a  longstanding 
dispute  over  the  collection  of  costs  owed  to  the  federal 
government  and  both  the  Administration  and  the  water  users  should 
be  amenable  to  congressional  approval  of  the  Bureau's 
recommendations . 

ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

CENTRAL  VALLEY  FLOODING 

Last  year  winter  storms  that  brought  a  welcome  relief  from 
California's  recent  drought  years,  also  brought  renewed,  severe, 
and  deadly  flooding  to  several  small  communities  in  the  Central 
Valley  including  Coalinqa,  Huron,  Mendota,  Firebaugh,  Avenal, 
Arvin  and  Lament.  I  strongly  urge  the  subcommittee  to  continue 
funding  for  studies  examining  the  flooding  problems  in  these 
areas,  in  order  that  we  might  find  permanent  solutions  to  these 
very  serious  problems. 

ARROYO  PASAJERO  —  For  years,  the  City  of  Huron  has  endured 
frequent  flooding  of  its  main  roads,  thereby  isolating  the 
community,  sometimes  for  days.   City  residents  must  regularly  mop 
up  mud  flows  of  up  to  six  feet.    While  that  situation  is  bad 
enough,  last  year  Huron  residents  experienced  the  added  agony  of 
burying  seven  of  its  residents  who  perished  when  the  bridge  over 
Arroyo  Pasajero  Creek  crumbled  under  the  weight  of  the  flood 
waters  carried  out  of  the  coastal  mountains.  Similar  flows  have 
closed  the  road  dozens  of  times  during  the  last  twenty  years.  The 
problem  is  caused  in  large  part  by  the  inadequate  flood  control 
measures  designed  to  protect  the  California  Aqueduct,  a  joint 
federal-state  facility. 

A  ponding  basin  intended  to  protect  the  aqueduct  from  Arroyo 
Pasajero  flood  flows  was  installed  by  federal  and  state 
authorities  in  the  1960s  when  the  aqueduct  was  built. 
Unfortunately,  the  engineers  underestimated  the  volume  of  water 
and  sediment  associated  with  annual  flooding  in  the  area  and  the 
ponding  basin  soon  proved  far  too  small  to  contain  the  problem. 
As  a  result,  water  and  mud  has  been  backing  up  on  the  roadways 
and  fields  for  more  than  two  decades. 

To  make  matters  worse,  the  tons  of  sediment  dumped  in  and 
around  Huron  contains  high  levels  of  asbestos,  which  occurs 
naturally  in  the  drainage  area.  For  several  years,  I  have  made 
the  point  to  this  committee  that  flooding  from  the  Arroyo 
Pasajero  not  only  threatens  the  city  of  Huron  and  the  stability 
of  the  California  Aqueduct  —  which  serves  millions  of  water 
users  —  it  also  poses  a  serious  health  threat.  Last  year,  the 
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threat  became  real.  The  Aqueduct  was  breached  at  several  points, 
and  the  communities  of  Huron  and  Avenal  were  forced  to  use 
bottled  water  for  many  days.  While  the  breach  did  not  ultimately 
impact  the  water  quality  and  supply  for  millions  of  southern 
Calif ornians,  it  is  clear  that  the  threat  is  now  very  real.  The 
subcommittee,  in  its  wisdom,  has  supported  efforts  that  will 
avoid  this  situation  in  the  future,  and  I  urge  your  continued 
support. 

The  feasibility  study  is  ongoing,  and  I  urge  the 
subcommittee  to  continue  to  provide  funding  for  the  study  at  the 
$950,000  level  recommended  by  the  California  Water  Commission. 

In  addition,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  participating  as  a 
cost  sharing  partner  with  the  California  Department  of  Water 
Pesources  on  data  gathering  and  flood  control  planning  that  is 
not  contractually  part  of  the  Corps  study.   The  California  Water 
Commission  recommends  $870,000  for  the  project,  and  I  urge  the 
Committee  to  provide  that  level  of  funding. 

Finally,  it  may  be  necessary  to  seek  support  from  the 
Committee  for  approximately  $10  million  in  additional  funds  for 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  satisfy  flood  damage  claims  filed 
last  year  by  private  landowners  who  suffered  losses  along  the 
Arroyo  Pasajero.  I  am  currently  seeking  funding  as  part  of  the 
emergency  appropriations  supplemental  bill  that  I  understand  will 
be  introduced  in  the  near  future  to  assist  with  the  recent 
flooding  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  in  Pennsylvania.   While  I 
am  optimistic  that  we  will  get  the  necessary  funds  on  the 
emergency  supplemental,  I  would  like  to  request  that  the 
Committee  consider  providing  the  funds  for  FY  1997,  if  necessary. 

CALIEMTE  CREEK  —  I  appreciate  the  Committee's  ongoing 
commitment  to  solving  the  long-standing  flood  control  problem  in 
the  Kern  County  communities  of  Arvin  and  Lamont.  The  California 
Water  Commission  remains  committed  to  the  study,  and  I  would 
request  that  $150,000  be  dedicated  for  that  purpose.   However, 
Phase  I  of  the  feasibility  study  showed  a  weak  benefit  to  cost 
ratio  (1.2:  1),  so  an  advisory  election  this  Spring  will  be  held 
to  determine  community  support  for  continued  funding  of  the  local 
share  of  the  project.   I  will  inform  the  Committee  of  the  results 
of  the  election  to  determine  whether  my  request  is  still  valid. 

TOI.B  RIVER/SUCCESS  DAM 

One  of  my  highest  priorities  is  the  authorization  of  a 
proposed  project  to  greatly  increase  flood  protection  and  water 
storage  capacity  on  the  Tule  River  by  raising  the  spillway  on 
Success  Dam  by  10  feet.  This  simple  and  relatively  inexpensive 
project  will  protect  the  homes  and  businesses  of  more  than  30,000 
San  Joaquin  Valley  residents.  In  addition  to  the  funding  request 
for  FY  96,  we  will  in  the  near  future  seek  authorization  for  the 
enlargement  of  the  Success  Dam. 
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I  request  that  the  appropriations  bill  include  the 
California  Water  Commission's  recommendation  of  $200,000  for  the 
continuation  of  the  Success  Reservoir  Enlargement  Feasibility 
Study,  which  has  been  stalled  since  1992  pending  the  outcome  of 
seismic  studies. 

SAN  JOAQUIN  RIVER  BASIN 

KAHEAH  RIVER  —  Another  project  of  high  priority  to  me  is 
the  flood  control  storage  capacity  project  on  Kaweah  Lake  behind 
Terminus  Dam.  I  urge  the  Committee  to  adopt  the  recommendation  by 
the  California  Water  Commission  to  provide  $1.3  million  for  the 
continuation  of  preconstruction,  engineering,  and  design. 

I  also  join  the  California  Water  Commission  is  requesting  $1 
million  in  dam  safety  funding  for  a  seismic  testing  and  analysis 
program  to  verify  the  stability  of  Terminus  Dam.  I  would  like  to 
point  out  that  the  requirement  for  seismic  testing  was  an 
unanticipated  development  in  this  project.   This  follows  the 
completion  of  a  feasibility  study  that  increased  in  cost  by  three 
times  over  a  six  year  period,  nearly  doubling  the  original 
estimate  of  $1.6  million.  It  is  critical  that  funding  be  provided 
both  for  the  seismic  study  and  for  the  continuation  of 
preconstruction,  engineering,  and  design  to  ensure  that  this 
project  remains  on  schedule. 

I  also  want  to  express  my  support  for  dedicating  $100,000 
from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  construction  account  to  support 
the  continuing  Kaweah  Delta  Corridor  Enhancement  Project. 

KINGS  RIVER/PINE  FLAT  DAM  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  ENHANCEMENT  —  I 
strongly  support  the  California  Water  Commission's  $500,000 
request  for  a  continuing  feasibility  study  of  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  restoration  measures  on  the  Kings  River  at  and  below  the 
Corps'  Pine  Flat  Dam  flood  control  project.   I  am  also  very 
pleased  that  the  Corps  is  using  the  Section  1135  program  for  a 
turbine  bypass  program,  and  I  appreciate  the  Committee's  past 
support  for  this  project. 

Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Fazio.  I  don't  want  to  take  any  time  but,  Cal,  you  make  the 
point  that  I  think  everyone  in  this  delegation  must  be  aware  of.  As 
we  continue  to  cut  discretionary  spending,  this  committee  contin- 
ues to  get  a  smaller  and  smaller  allocation,  and  the  number  of  au- 
thorized projects  continue  to  grow.  Somewhere  that  has  to  come  to 
reconciliation. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  The  list  just  seems  to  be  getting  longer  and  longer, 
I  think  is  what  he  is  saying. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  now,  if  you  have  friends  on  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee— I  hate  to  pass  the  buck,  but  before  we  had  the  budget  proc- 
ess, and  some  of  us  were  here  before  the  budget  process,  we  didn't 
have  this  problem.  But  your  California  delegation  is  here,  and  this 
is  a  big  problem,  so  if  you  have  friends  on  the  Budget  Committee, 
tell  them  of  your  needs.  We  tell  them,  but  they  don't  listen  to  us. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  We  would  like  to  figure  in  a  602(b)  budget  allocation. 

I  want  to  announce  to  the  California  witnesses  arranged  by  the 
Water  Commission,  obviously  we  are  running  over  for  this  first 
hour,  which  was  reserved  for  members  of  the  California  delegation. 
We  did  start  promptly  at  9:30.  We  are  about  halfway  through  our 
list,  so  you  should  sort  of  make  your  personal  plans  accordingly. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  DAVm  DREIER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CAUFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  I  next  had  on  the  list  Congressman  David  Dreier.  He 
has  left  and  has  submitted  a  statement  for  the  record. 
[The  statement  of  Mr.  Dreier  follows:] 
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Statement  of  the  Honorable  David  Dreier 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

March  6,  1996 

9:30  a.m. 


Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Riggs,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  today.    I'd  like  to  thank  the 
subcommittee  for  providing  FY96  funding  for  the  City  of  Arcadia's  Water 
Infrastructure  Reconnaissance  Study.    I'd  also  like  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
the  service  you  have  rendered  to  this  body  and  to  the  American  people  during  your 
almost  30  years  in  the  House.    Your  leadership  will  be  sorely  missed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Section  1 16(d)  of  the  Water  Infrastructure  Development  Act  of 
1990  authorizes  research  in  Southern  California  to  study  'problems  and  alternative 
solutions,  including  governmental  roles  and  responsibilities,  of  restoring  such  region's 
public  works  infrastructure  (including  roads  and  highways,  fixed  rails,  bridges, 
airports,  flood  control  channels,  dams,  aqueducts,  and  utility  pipes  and  lines)  to  full 
service  following  earthquakes  which  cause  substantial  damage  to  such  infrastructure." 
In  FY96  the  City  of  Arcadia,  California  requested  $4(X),000  for  a  multi-year  Water 
Infrastructure  Restoration  Study,  authorized  under  this  section.   Congress  provided 


TMS  STATKWERV  PmNTCO  ON  PAKR  MAK  OF  RECVCUO  nKRS 


1750 


2- 


$300,000  for  this  important  work.    The  cities  of  Sierra  Madre  and  Arcadia, 
California  jointly  request  $300,000  to  continue  the  study  in  FY97.    I  am  pleased  to 
testify  in  support  of  this  request. 

Stage  I  of  this  study  has  begun.    It  focuses  on  groundwater  supply  reliability, 
especially  in  the  East  Unit  of  the  Raymond  Groundwater  Basin,  a  system  seismic 
protection  analysis,  a  hydrologic  model  of  the  Santa  Anita  and  Sierra  Madre  Creek 
watersheds  and  spreading  basins,  temporary  power  analysis  for  standby  emergency 
power  requirements  for  both  the  Arcadia  and  Sierra  Madre  water  systems,  a 
conceptual  program  development  to  identify  projects  and  program  costs,  and  a 
preliminary  economic  analysis  to  determine  the  economic  viability  of  the  projects  and 
programs  identified  in  the  Stage  I  study. 

The  Cities  seek  5300,000  in  funding  to  implement  Stage  n  of  this  study  in 
FY97.    Stage  n  will  incorporate  the  following  elements: 


•  Spreading  operations  study:  This  aspect  of  the  study  includes  preparation  of  a 
definitive  study  to  optimize  groundwater  replenishment  spreading  operations  on 
the  Santa  Anita  and  Sierra  Madre  creeks  operated  jointly  by  the  County  of  Los 
Angeles  and  the  City  of  Sierra  Madre.  The  flows  and  yields  used  in  the  study 
will  be  based  on  the  Hydrologic  Model  developed  during  Stage  I  of  the 
Seismic  Reliability  Study. 
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•  ASR  Study:   The  development  of  a  conceptual-level  analysis  for  an  Alternate 
Source  and  Recovery  (ASR)  well  system  to  effect  a  conjunctive  use  program 
for  groundwater  storage  in  the  East  Raymond  Basin.    Replenishment  water 
would  be  derived  from  imported  and  local  surface  water  supplies. 

•  Emergency  Supply  Analysis:   The  study  will  determine  the  potential  to  link 
two  planned  regional  recycled  water  projects  to  develop  a  backup  emergency 
water  supply  to  the  area  for  non-domestic  and  fire-fighting  purposes  in  case  of 
a  major  seismic  event. 

•  Seismic  upgrading  of  turnouts:    The  analysis  of  imported  water  turnouts  and 
interconnections  to  adjoining  water  systems  for  seismic  reliability.   This  will 
ensure  an  additional  backup  water  supply  source  to  the  Arcadia  and  Sierra 
Madre  water  systems. 

•  Capital  Outlay  Program  Requirements:    The  development  of  a  complete  capital 
improvement  program  incorporating  both  Stage  I  and  Stage  II  projects  and 
programs.    The  program  would  be  based  on  the  results  of  the  analyses  and 
studies  noted  above  and  in  Stage  I  to  provide  seismic  protection  and  system 
reliability  to  all  elements  of  the  area's  water  supply  system.   The  program  will 
have  a  planning  horizon  of  at  least  20  years  for  full  program  implementation. 
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•     Economic  Base  Study:    A  cost-benefits  analysis  of  the  planned  improvements 
will  include  the  result  of  the  Stage  I  preliminary  economic  analysis. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  natural  disasters  do  billions 
of  dollars  in  damage.   The  Northridge  Quake,  which  measured  6.7  on  the  Richter 
Scale,  did  more  than  $20  billion  worth  of  damage.   The  Federal  government  has  paid 
over  $12  billion  of  the  cleanup  costs. 

The  so-called  "great  quake"  of  magnitude  8.3  predicted  for  the  San  Andreas  fault, 
or  magnitude  7.5  predicted  for  the  Newport-Inglewood  fault  near  downtown  Los 
Angeles  could  cost  thousands  of  lives  and  upwards  of  $70  billion  in  property  damage. 
A  disaster  of  this  type  would  be  significantly  exacerbated  if  water  systems  did  not 
survive  the  quake,  or  were  not  restored  quickly  afterwards.    A  study  like  that  begun 
by  the  City  of  Arcadia,  and  proposed  to  be  expanded  by  the  Cities  of  Arcadia  and 
Sierra  Madre,  will  help  save  lives  and  reduce  damage.    I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to 
provide  funds  to  complete  this  important  work. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  ZOE  LOFGREN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Congresswoman  Lofgren. 

Ms.  Lofgren.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Riggs,  and  I  am  a  freshman  Mem- 
ber of  Congress.  I  wanted  to  especially  thank  the  Chairman  and 
Mr.  Bevill  for  their  courtesy  to  me  last  year.  I  remember  it  was  the 
first  time  I  had  ever  testified  before  a  congressional  committee  and 
they  made  me  feel  welcome  and  helped  to  show  the  ropes,  and 
afterwards,  too,  and  I  really  appreciated  it.  It  helped  make  the 
whole  process  possible. 

I  remember  also  last  year  I  testified  as  my  district  office  had 
been  evacuated  from  flooding  in  downtown  San  Jose,  and  it  gave 
a  special  emphasis  to  the  need  for  flood  control  in  downtown  San 
Jose. 

Luckily,  we  didn't  have  any  flooding  in  downtown  this  year,  but 
it  is  still  a  threat  and  so  I  have  a  written  statement  which  I  will 
just  submit,  but  I  do  urge  that  we  continue  and  finish  off  the 
projects  that  the  Corps  is  pursuing  to  prevent  that  flooding  danger 
of  the  Guadalupe  project,  the  Coyote  and  the  Berryessa  as  well  as 
the  feasibility  studies  on  the  Upper  Guadalupe  and  Upper 
Pennitencia. 

I  also  wanted  to  mention  the  city  of  San  Jose's  water  reclamation 
projects  because  the  situation  in  my  area,  and  this  is  a  bipartisan 
approach,  my  colleague  Mr.  Campbell,  who  I  think  will  be  saying 
something  briefly,  we  know  we  are  going  to  tell  you  the  same  thing, 
it  is  about  floods  and  drought,  and  we  need  to  do  something  to  pro- 
vide for  a  reliable  water  supply  for  the  South  Bay  economy. 

It  takes  10  gallons  of  water  to  produce  a  single  microchip,  and 
so  we  do  need  to  pursue  that.  The  city  of  San  Jose  is  requesting 
$15  million.  They  have  a  full  funding  grant  agreement  with  the  Bu- 
reau and  the  Bureau  has  fallen  behind  and  I  don't  want  to  engage 
in  scare  tactics,  but  in  addition  to  providing  a  reliable  source  of 
water,  it  also  helps  divert  from  the  sewage  treatment  plant  which 
is  getting  close  to  capacity. 

So  this  is  also  about  high-technology  and  our  ability  to  compete 
in  a  global  environment.  What  will  get  flooded  are  the  chip  makers 
and  what  will  suffer  if  we  cannot  allow  for  growth  because  of  the 
sewage  treatment  capacity  is  also  our  high-tech  economy,  which  ob- 
viously not  only  is  good  for  our  region  but  does  immeasurably  good 
things  for  the  economy  and  the  export  economy  of  the  country. 

So  I  really  appreciate  what  you  have  done  in  the  past,  your  cour- 
tesy to  me,  your  advice  and  counsel  to  me,  and  I  know  Mr.  Camp- 
bell is  a  freshman  with  experience  and  also  has  the  same  goals 
that  I  do.  Maybe  we  can 
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Mr.  Campbell.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree. 
Mr.  Myers.  Amen. 
Ms.  LOFGREN.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  both  for  your  testimony.  We  don't  think 
of  our  friend  and  colleague,  Tom  Campbell,  as  a  freshman. 
[The  statement  of  Ms.  Lofgren  follows:] 
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Testimony  of 

CONGRESSWOMAN  ZOE  IX)FGREN 

before  the 

APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMTITEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 


Good  morning.   I  would  like  to  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  this  opportunity  to  testify 
once  again  in  support  of  the  City  of  San  Jose's  and  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District's 
FY  1997  funding  requests.   I  am  very  grateful  for  the  sustained  commitment  that  this 
Subcommittee  has  made  to  our  projects. 

You  may  remember  that  I  testified  here  last  year  only  weeks  after  my  own  District 
office  in  downtown  San  Jose  was  evacuated  during  a  flood.  Although  we  were  luckier  this 
year,  flooding  is  still  a  very  serious  concern  in  Santa  Clara  County  and  I  hope  that  you  will 
continue  to  support  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  flood-control  construction  projects  along 
the  Guadalupe  River  and  the  Coyote  and  Benyessa  Creeks.  I  also  believe  that  we  must 
prevent  flooding  in  other  vulnerable  areas,  and  hope  you  will  support  feasibility  studies  for 
projects  on  the  Upper  Guadalupe  River  and  the  Upper  Pennitencia  Creek. 

Water  reclamation  is  an  equally  vital  part  of  our  region's  needs;  Santa  Clara  Valley 
must  rely  on  water  recycling  to  maintain  the  regional  economy.   By  reducing  treatment  plant 
discharges  and  providing  an  alternative  "drought-prooP  source  of  water,  the  South  Bay 
Water  Recycling  Project  will  reduce  the  strain  on  municipal  water  supplies  and  the  sewage 
treatment  system.   Without  this  project,  in  fact,  our  region's  capacity  for  growth  could  be 
stifled.    It  takes  10  gallons  of  water  to  produce  a  single  microchip—the  semi-conductor 
industry,  and  indeed  the  whole  electronics  and  high-tech  industry,  is  vital  not  only  to  my 
district's  local  economy,  but  most  importantly  to  our  national  economy.   In  the  U.S.,  the 
electronics  and  high-tech  industries  are  the  largest  domestic  employers,  generating  millions  of 
dollars  in  export  revenue  and  providing  hundreds  of  thousands  of  well-paid  jobs. 
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Today,  I  hope  that  the  Subcommittee  will  support  continued  funding  for  the  Coip's 
Guadalupe  River  project  ($12.5  million)  and  Coyote  and  Berryessa  projects  ($2.4  million)  as 
well  as  $580,000  to  complete  the  Upper  Guadalupe  River  project  feasibility  study  and 
$665,(X)0  to  initiate  a  feasibility  study  for  the  Upper  Pennitencia  Creek  project. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  committed  to  fund  25  percent  of  the  South  Bay  Water 
Recycling  Project  costs,  which  will  reach  $90  million  in  FY1997  alone.   I  respectfully 
request  that  the  Subcommittee  consider  a  $15  million  appropriation  for  this  year,  which  will 
allow  the  Bureau  to  fulfill  its  authorized  level  of  participation. 

I  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  giving  me  this  opportunity  to  testify,  and  urge  all  of  you 
to  give  these  projects  your  full  consideration. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  TOM  CAMPBELL,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Campbeli,.  I  have  not  made  any  requests  since  1992. 

Mr.  Myers.  Pull  the  oldies  out,  dust  them  off,  and  retake  them. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Campbell  follows:] 
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Statement  forCongressman  Tom  Campbell  before  the  Energy  and  Water  Subcommittee 
March  6, 1996 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee, 

I  am  here  today  to  support  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District's  requests  for  FY1997 
funding.  The  problem  in  the  region  is  area  flooding,  wWch  was  especially  bad  last  year.  The 
parts  of  the  project  already  in  place  protected  many  communities,  and  the  project  itself  is  nearly 
done.  The  Ainds  we  are  requesting  will  continue  construction  on  these  important  flood  control 
projects. 

In  light  of  dramatic  flooding  along  the  Guadalupe  River  last  year,  I  am  supporting  the 
Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District's  request  of  $12.5  million  to  continue  construction  of  the 
Guadalupe  River  project  protecting  San  Jose  and  Alviso. 

Serious  flood  damage  was  avoided  along  the  Coyote  Creek  last  year  due  to  the  protection 
offered  by  this  project.  Work  needs  to  be  completed  in  order  to  provide  comprehensive 
protection  to  the  community,  and  I  support  the  District's  request  for  $2.4  million  to  complete 
construction  of  the  Coyote  Creek  project  and  the  Berryessa  Creek. 

In  addition  to  these  two  projects,  I  support  the  request  for  $580,000  for  a  feasibility  study 
for  the  Upper  Guadalupe  River  project,  and  $665,000  for  a  feasibility  study  for  the  Upper 
Pennitencia  Creek  project.  I  understand  that  funding  for  these  four  programs  is  supported  by  and 
will  be  included  in  the  Clinton  Administration's  FY97  budget,  and  thereby  fit  well  into 
budgetary  goals. 

As  a  final  item,  I  am  supporting  continued  funding  for  the  San  Jose  and  San  Francisco 
wastewater  reclamation  projects.   These  projects  are  being  sponsored  locally  by  the  Santa  Clara 
Valley  Water  District,  and  the  California  Water  Commission  endorses  their  request 

I  thank  the  committee  for  its  time  and  consideration. 


(Note:  Zoe  Lofgren  also  supports  the  request  and  is  supposed  to  be  there  at  some  point  as  well) 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 
WITNESS 

HON.  NANCY  PELOSI,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  We  turn  now  to  Congresswoman  Pelosi. 

Ms.  Pelosi.  Thank  you,  Chairman  of  the  day,  Mr.  Riggs,  and  to 
Chairman  Myers,  and  I  am  sorry  Mr.  Bevill  is  not  here  but  I  want 
to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  others  that  have  gone  be- 
fore and  salute  your  service  to  the  committee  and  to  the  Congress 
and  an  appreciation  for  what  you  have  done  for  California. 

With  Mr.  Riggs  and  Mr.  Fazio  up  there,  I  feel  very  comfortable 
that  we  will  have  our  day,  obviously,  and  that  the  merit  of  our 
ideas  will  come  across  and  that  priority  will  be  given  to  them. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  don't  think  you  will  miss  us. 

Ms.  Pelosi.  No,  we  will  miss  you. 

I  want  to  also  thank  you  for  not  only  your  past  appreciation  for 
California's  projects  but  also  for  getting  your  1996  bill  through  and 
signed.  That  was  a  real  model  to  the  rest  of  the  Congress,  and  I 
can  say  clearly,  as  evidenced  here,  that  under  this  committee  ev- 
erything is  bipartisan  in  terms  of  how  you  conduct  yourself  and 
how  the  California  delegation  comes  together. 

I  will  have  a  very  long  statement  I  will  submit  for  the  record  and 
just  touch  on  very  briefly.  Everything  in  my  statement  is  author- 
ized, is  a  continuing  project  and  is  a  multidistrict.  It  affects  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  area,  if  not  a  larger  part  of  northern  California. 

Quickly.  San  Francisco  Harbor  maintenance:  $5.3  million  for  cy- 
clical Corps  operations,  routine  maintenance  of  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  Channel  and  Harbor. 

Two,  long-term  management  strategy:  $100,000  estimated  for  a 
study  purposed  to  seek  solution  to  dredge  proposals  and  develop 
long-range  plans  to  address  both  economic  and  environmental  con- 
cerns of  our  area.  Much  more  in  my  statement  on  that  subject,  Mr, 
Chairman. 

Sonoma  Baylands  Wetlands  Restoration  Project:  The  Corps  will 
breach  the  main  unit  of  this  project  in  September  which  will  open 
the  wetlands  to  tides.  This  will  mark  the  final  step  of  the  project, 
and  I  am  assured  that  the  funding  necessary  for  completion  is 
available  within  the  Corps  project. 

Mr.  Lantos  gave  a  full  presentation  on  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 
Water  Reclamation.  I  wanted  to  associate  myself  with  his  remarks 
and  point  out  that  local  partners  of  this  project  are  committed  to 
meeting  a  50-50  cost  share  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  this 
project. 

And  finally,  the  Winter-Run  Chinook  Salmon  Captive  Broodstock 
Program:  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  $500,000.  This  program  is  in 
its  fifth  year  of  operation  and  at  mid-term  reflects  a  successful  ven- 
ture to  supplement  the  natural  run  of  winter-run  chinook  salmon. 

Nat  Bingham  is  here  with  us  today  and  will  testify  later.  He  is 
the  Director  of  Habitat  of  the  Pacific  Coast  Federation  of  Fisher- 
men. He  has  said  it  is  an  essential  biological  insurance  policy,  and 
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he  will  say  more  on  that  later.  I  urge  the  subcommittee  to  provide 
the  necessary  $500,000  for  that. 

Separate  from  that,  I  want  to  support  Congresswoman  Woolse/s 
request  on  the  Bolinas  Lagoon  study,  which  is  not  in  my  district, 
not  authorized,  but  a  very  worthy  project. 

With  that,  again,  once  again,  I  say  thank  you.  To  say  thanks  a 
million  doesn't  go  nearly  far  enough  to  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you,  Congresswoman  Pelosi.  That  is  very  pre- 
cise. 

Mr.  Myers.  Just  throw  a  few  more  zeros  on  that. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thanks  for  the  memory. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Pelosi  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  REPRESENTATIVE  NANCY  PELOSI 

BEFORE  THE  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 

March  6,  1996 


Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee; 

Thank  you  for  convening  "California  Day."    You  are  to  be  commended  for  the 
Subcommittee's  successful  efforts  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  appropriations  process  and  I 
appreciate  the  funding  provided  for  specific  Bay  Area  projects  in  last  year's  bill. 

I  have  some  basic  requests  for  Fiscal  Year  '97,  all  of  which  are  follow-on  requests  for 
existing  projects  in  or  near  my  district. 

San  Francisco  Harbor  Maintenance 

U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers: 

•  San  Francisco  Bay  Channel  --  $2.4  million 

•  San  Francisco  Harbor  drift  removal  -  $2.6  million 

•  San  Francisco  Bay  Channel  Recoimaissance  Report  --  $300,000 

These  are  estimates  for  funding  in  Fiscal  Year  '97  for  routine,  cyclical  Corps  operations  and 
maintenance  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Bar  Channel  and  Harbor. 

Long  Term  Management  Strategy  (LTMS) 

U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  --  $100,000  estimated 

This  funding  would  provide  for  completion  of  the  LTMS  final  EIS  and  Management  Plan. 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area's  LTMS  was  initiated  in  1990  as  a  cooperative  effort  bringing 
together  government  agencies,  fishing  and  navigation  interests,  environmental  organizations, 
and  the  public.  Its  purpose  was  to  seek  solutions  to  dredge  disposal  and  to  develop  a  long- 
range  plan  to  address  both  economic  and  environmental  concerns  in  our  area. 

During  the  first  years  of  its  existence,  the  LTMS  has  succeeded  in  designating  an  ocean 
disposal  site;  improved  in-Bay  sediment  testing;  and  improved  management  of  in-Bay 
disposal  sites. 

Even  with  the  completion  of  Sonoma  Baylands  Wetlands  restoration  at  hand  and  the 
designation  of  an  ocean  disposal  site,  serious  concerns  remain  about  in-Bay  disposal.   We  are 
still  faced  with  the  fact  that  80  percent  of  all  dredged  material  goes  to  in-Bay  sites  and  less 
than  10  percent  goes  to  ocean  disposal  or  to  beneficial  reuse.    I  would  suggest  to  the 
Subcommittee  that  the  Coips  be  ftirther  encouraged  to  pursue  the  approach  of  maximizing  the 
benefits  of  dredged  material  as  a  resource  while  minimizing  the  adverse  impacts  from 
disposing  of  it  in  San  Franciso  Bay  as  waste. 
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Our  area  continues  to  require  a  menu  of  sites  to  minimize  the  environmental  risks  to  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  and  to  develop  alternatives  that  will  also  provide  for  disposal  of  contaminated 
materials. 

While  we  are  near  completion  of  selecting  a  final  EIS  and  an  acceptable  alternative  to  the 
status  quo,  we  remain  at  a  critical  crossroads.    We  must  do  everything  possible  to  balance 
upland/ wetland  re-use  and  ocean  disposal  to  provide  relief  for  the  Bay.   This  has  been  the 
Bay  Area  delegation's  goal  from  the  beginning  and  this  is  the  road  we  should  continue  to 
travel. 

Sonoma  Bayiands  Wetlands  Restoration 

The  Corps  will  breach  the  main  unit  of  this  project  in  September,  which  will  open  the 
wetlands  to  tides.    This  will  mark  the  final  step  of  the  project  and  I  am  assured  that  the 
funding  necessary  for  completion  is  available  within  the  Corps  budget. 

San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Water  Reclamation  Project 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  --  $1.5  million 

This  funding  is  essential  to  the  ongoing  feasibility  study  to  identify  certain  areas  in  California 
where  high  quality  recycled  water  could  be  used  to  provide  agricultural  irrigation  or  salinity 
control  to  other  areas  of  the  state. 

Over  two-thirds  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area's  recycled  water  exceeds  local  usage  and 
could  be  exported  to  meet  the  needs  of  other  regions. 

Phase  I  of  the  study  identified  the  major  areas  for  beneficial  use  as: 

1)  Sacramento  -  San  Joaquin  Delta 

2)  Delta  Mendota  Canal 

3)  Monterey  -  Salinas 

Phase  n  would  allow  this  unique  partnership  to  review  the  social,  economic,  and 
environmental  issues  to  be  addressed.    I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  provide  funding  for  this 
important  project  which  will  help  meet  agricultural  demands,  offset  environmental  diversions 
of  water  and  provide  drought  protection. 

The  local  partners  of  this  project  are  committed  to  meeting  a  50-50  cost  share  with  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  this  project. 
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Winter  Run  Chinook  Satmon  Captive  Broodstock  Program 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  --  $500,000 

This  program  is  now  in  its  fifth  year  of  operation,  and  at  mid-term,  reflects  a  successful 
venture  to  supplement  the  natural  run  of  Winter  Run  Chinook  Salmon. 

As  Nat  Bingham,  the  Habitat  Director  of  the  Pacific  Coast  Federation  of  Fisherman  states, 
"It's  an  essential  biological  insurance  policy." 

The  program  has  successfully  established  an  interagency  effort,  built  rearing  facilities  at 
Bodega  Marine  Laboratory,  and  the  Steinhart  Aquarium  and  is  holding  in  captivity 
approximately  1200  salmon  in  varying  stages  of  maturation.   This  is  a  vital,  ongoing 
program,  and  I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  provide  the  necessary  $500,000  for  this  continuing 
effort. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for  your  time  today  and  your 
interest  in  these  Bay  Area  projects. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.    GEORGE    RADANOVICH,    A    REPRESENTATIVE    IN    CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  George  Radanovich.  I  saw  George  earlier.  Did  he  sub- 
mit testimony  for  the  record? 
Mr.  Fazio.  He  submitted  his  testimony.  He  will  get  everything. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  JAY  KIM,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE 
OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Mr.  Cox,  we  will  hold  his  place.  Tom  Campbell.  Con- 
gressman Jay  Kim. 

Mr.  Kim.  Thank  you.  I  already  submitted  my  written  statement. 
I  will  make  mine  very  brief. 

I  have  four  small  projects  that  really  have  great  impact  on  south- 
ern California.  First  is  San  Antonio  Creek,  already  approved 
$200,000  for  the  study  last  year.  We  need  an  additional  $50,000  to 
complete  the  study. 

What  is  $50,000?  This  is  part  of  the  Santa  Ana  Project  and  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  owns  this  project.  They  told  us  the  channel  is 
inadequate  and  almost  set  a  moratorium  to  prohibit  the  remainder 
for  the  connections  to  the  channel. 

That  was  difficult  for  our  community  because  we  don't  have  any 
alternatives  and  virtually  all  the  housing  projects  had  to  stop.  All 
we  need  is  an  additional  $50,000  to  complete  the  study.  And  even 
though  it  is  a  federally  owned  channel,  the  local  government  is 
willing  to  contribute  up  to  $18  million.  It  is  such  an  important 
project  to  us. 

The  second  one  is  Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem  Project,  again  an 
ongoing  continued  project.  The  project  has  been  under  construction 
since  1989.  Just  asking  you  to  reauthorize  this. 

The  third  one  is  Orange  County  Regional  Water  Reclamation 
Project,  which  is  asking  for  $600,000  to  fund  the  environmental 
study  and  design,  preliminary  design. 

What  it  is,  instead  of  discharging  valuable  water,  100,000  acre- 
feet  of  water  into  the  ocean,  we  would  like  to  save  this  water, 
pump  it  to  Santa  Ana  River  basin,  spreading  basins,  and  also  re- 
charge it  to  the  groundwater  basin.  That  is  what  it  is.  It  is  fully 
authorized  under  Public  Law  102-575. 

The  last  project  is  San  Sevaine  Creek  Water  Project.  Again,  it  is 
my  final  request,  and  it  is  to  provide  $3  million  for  the  San  Sevaine 
Creek  Water  Project. 

What  it  is,  this  project  is  actually  1  of  the  11  projects  grand- 
fathered into  the  Small  Reclamations  Projects  Act  in  1994.  The 
project  will  recharge  again  25,000  acre-feet  of  storm  water  runoff 
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into  the  Chino  groundwater  basin.  Again,  to  try  to  save  this  valu- 
able water  instead  of  wasting  it. 

And  thank  you  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  inviting  me  this  morn- 
ing. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Kim.  We  certainly  appreciate  those 
Southern  California  efforts  to  reclaim  and  reuse  wastewater. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Kim  follows:] 
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THE  HONORABLE  JAY  KIM 

TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

OF  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

MARCH  6, 1996 

THANK  YOU  MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  FOR  THE 
OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY  BEFORE  YOUR  SUBCOMMITTEE  AND  RECOMMEND 
FOUR  PROJECTS  FOR  YOUR  CONSIDERATION: 

1 .  THE  SAN  ANTONIO  CREEK  FLOOD  CONTROL  CHANNEL 
RECONNAISSANCE  STUDY. 

2.  THE  SANTA  ANA  RIVER  MAINSTEM  PROJECT. 

3.  THE  ORANGE  COUNTY  REGIONAL  WATER  RECLAMATION  PROJECT. 

4.  THE  SAN  SEVAINE  CREEK  WATER  PROJECT. 

SAN  ANTONIO  CREEK  RECONNAISSANCE  STUDY 

MY  FIRST  REQUEST  IS  FOR  $50,000  TO  COMPLETE  THE  RECONNAISSANCE 
STUDY  AND  INITIATE  A  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  FOR  SAN  ANTONIO  CREEK.  AS  YOU 
KNOW,  YOUR  SUBCOMMITTEE  APPROVED  $200,000  FOR  THE  STUDY  LAST 
YEAR. 

THIS  PROJECT  IS  AN  EXISTING  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  CHANNEL  FACILITY 
WHICH  CONVEYS  FLOWS  FROM  BOTH  LOS  ANGELES  AND  SAN  BERNARDINO 
COUNTIES  INTO  THE  PRADO  RESERVOIR  -  WHICH  IS  PART  OF  THE  SANTA  ANA 
RIVER  MAINSTEM  PROJECT.  INITIAL  EXAMINATIONS  BY  THE  CORPS  AND  THE 
SAN  BERNADINO  FLOOD  CONTROL  DISTRICT  HAVE  FOUND  THE  CHANNEL  TO 
BE  INADEQUATE  TO  CONVEY  100  YEAR  STORM  FLOWS. 
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IN  ADDITION,  THE  CORPS  HAS  ADVISED  THE  TWO  COUNTIES  AND  THE  LOCAL 
COMMUNITIES  THAT  NO  FURTHER  STORM  DRAIN  CONNECTIONS  TO  THE 
CHANNEL  CAN  BE  MADE  UNTIL  THE  STUDY  IS  COMPLETED  AND 
MODIFICATIONS  ARE  MADE  TO  THE  CHANNEL.  THIS  HAS  CREATED  A 
TREMENDOUS  HARDSHIP  FOR  THE  LOCAL  COMMUNITIES  AS  THERE  IS  NO 
OTHER  ALTERNATIVE  TO  CONNECTING  WITH  THE  SAN  ANTONIO  CREEK 
CHANNEL. 

ALTHOUGH  SAN  ANTONIO  CREEK  IS  A  FEDERALLY  OWNED  AND  OPERATED 
FLOOD  CONTROL  FACILITY.  SAN  BERNARDINO  COUNTY  HAS  AGREED  TO 
CONTRIBUTE  BETWEEN  $15  AND  $18  MILLION  FOR  THE  MODIFICATIONS  AND 
IMPROVEMENTS. 

THE  SANTA  ANA  RIVER  MAINSTEM  PROJECT 

MY  SECOND  REQUEST  IS  TO  SUPPORT  $52  MILLION  TO  CONTINUE 
CONSTRUCTION  ON  THE  SANTA  ANA  RIVER  MAINSTEM  PROJECT.  THIS 
PROJECT  IS  FULLY  AUTHORIZED  AND  HAS  BEEN  UNDER  CONSTRUCTION 
SINCE  1989.  THE  SANTA  ANA  MAINSTEM  IS  A  MAJOR  FLOOD  CONTROL 
PROJECT  DESIGNED  TO  PROTECT  MILLIONS  OF  ORANGE  COUNTY  RESIDENTS. 
AND  I  URGE  THIS  COMMITTEE  TO  SUPPORT  THE  REQUEST. 

THE  ORANGE  COUNTY  REGIONAL  WATER  RECLAMATION  PROJECT 

MY  THIRD  REQUEST.  IS  FOR  $600,000  TO  FUND  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  STUDIES 
AND  PRELIMINARY  DESIGN  PHASES  OF  THE  ORANGE  COUNTY  REGIONAL 
WATER  RECLAMATION  PROJECT. 

BY  YEAR  2020.  THE  FINAL  PROJECT  WOULD  RECLAIM  100.000  ACRE  FEET  OF 
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WASTEWATER  THAT  IS  CURRENTLY  DISCHARGED  INTO  THE  PACIFIC  OCEAN. 
THIS  WATER  WOULD  BE  PUMPED  13  MILES  TO  THE  SANTA  ANA  SPREADING 
BASINS  AND  RECHARGE  THE  AQUIFER. 

THE  DESIGN  PHASE  OF  THIS  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION  PROJECT  REQUEST  IS 
FULLY  AUTHORIZED  UNDER  PUBLIC  LAW  102-575. 

THE  SAN  SEVAINE  CREEK  WATER  PROJECT 

MY  FINAL  REQUEST,  IS  TO  PROVIDE  $3,000,000  FOR  THE  SAN  SEVAINE  CREEK 
WATER  PROJECT.  SAN  SEVAINE  IS  ONE  OF  THE  ELEVEN  PROJECTS  "GRAND 
FATHERED"  INTO  THE  "SMALL  RECLAMATION  PROJECTS  ACT'  IN  1994.  THE 
PROJECT  WILL  RECHARGE  25,000  ACRE  FEET  OF  STORM  WATER  RUNOFF 
INTO  THE  CHINO  GROUNDWATER  BASIN.  IN  ADDITION.  THE  PROJECT  WILL 
PROVIDE  ENHANCED  FLOOD  CONTROL,  ENVIRONMENTAL,  AND  WATER 
CONSERVATION  BENEFITS  FOR  WESTERN  SAN  BERNARDINO  COUNTY. 

AGAIN,  THANK  YOU  MR.  CHAIRMAN. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.   ELTON  GALLEGLY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE   IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  We  now  turn  to  Elton  Gallegly. 

Mr.  Gallegly.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman  and  mem- 
bers of  the  subcommittee.  I  truly  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  ex- 
press to  you  my  strong  support  for  certain  flood  control,  coastal 
preservation,  water  reclamation  and  harbor  dredging  projects  in 
my  Ventura  and  Santa  Barbara  districts  in  California. 

First,  I  would  like  to  commend  the  committee  for  its  wisdom  and 
foresight  in  providing  critical  assistance  to  these  projects  last  year 
following  two  federally  declared  flood  and  winter  storm  disasters 
that  inflicted  my  district.  Now  the  continued  help  of  the  committee 
will  allow  completion  of  several  repair  projects,  mitigate  the  likely 
effects  of  future  storm  and  flood  problems,  and  fulfill  long-standing 
Federal  commitments. 

In  recognition  of  the  demands  imposed  on  the  committee's  time 
and  long  lists  of  witnesses  today,  I  will,  with  the  committee's  ap- 
proval, succinctly  summarize  the  priority  programs  and  projects  of 
concern  to  me  and  submit  to  the  committee  for  the  committee's  con- 
sideration a  more  detailed  statement  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  support  the  request  and  request  the 
committee's  favorable  action  for  the  following  projects:  Santa  Paula 
Creek  Flood  Control  Project,  $4.2  million  for  construction  to  com- 
mence on  this  long-awaited  and  critically  important  project. 

Ventura  Harbor,  $3.9  million  for  essential  dredging  of  naviga- 
tional channels  to  repair  the  detached  breakwater  and  jetty  dam- 
aged by  the  winter  storm  and  wave  conditions.  Additionally,  I  ask 
for  $350,000  to  allow  the  Corps  to  initiate  its  reconnaissance  study 
to  identify  new  and  more  efficient  cost  saving  strategies  for  harbor 
maintenance. 

Port  of  Hueneme,  $200,000  for  the  Federal  portion  of  a  cost 
shared  study  to  deepen  the  Federal  navigational  channels  for  ship- 
ping at  the  port;  $2,549  million  to  meet  Federal  responsibilities  for 
harbor  dredging  and  repair  of  the  east  jetty  to  protect  the  harbor 
entrance. 

Channel  Islands  Harbor,  $2  million  for  the  Federal  share  of  oper- 
ational maintenance  dredging  of  1  million  cubic  yards,  and  $1.6 
million  for  dredging  and  restoration  of  the  sand  trap. 

Port  Hueneme  Water  Agency,  $2.5  million,  a  Bureau  of  Reclama- 
tion funding  for  a  brackish  water  reclamation  demonstration  facil- 
ity to  meet  the  vital  water  quality  needs  for  coastal  communities, 
including  the  two  U.S.-Navy  installations,  and  to  test  side-by-side 
desalination  technologies. 

Ventura-Santa  Barbara  coastal  shoreline  protection,  $300,000  to 
complete  work  on  a  Corps  reconnaissance  study  and  to  initiate  a 
feasibility  study  to  provide  essential  information  about  preventive 
strategies  to  reduce  wave  damage  to  coastal  properties. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  really  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  here  be- 
fore the  committee  today,  and  I  particularly  want  to  thank  you, 
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John,  and,  Tom,  who  has  taken  a  break,  for  the  friendship  I  have 
had  with  you  folks.  This  is  my  10th  year  to  testify  before  this  com- 
mittee. It  seems  like  only  yesterday.  I  value  that  friendship  and  I 
value  the  leadership  that  you  have  contributed  to  this  committee, 
both  you,  John,  and  Tom,  and  I  look  forward  to  our  continued 
friendship  over  the  years  and  wish  you  nothing  but  the  best. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Elton.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony,  Congress- 
man Gallegly. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Gallegly  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to 
express  to  you  my  strong  support  for  certain  flood  control,  coastal  preservation,  water 
reclamation  and  harbor  dredging  projects  in  my  Ventura  and  Santa  Barbara  Counties  district 
in  California. 

First,  I  would  like  to  commend  the  Committee  for  its  wisdom  and  foresight  in 
providing  critical  assistance  to  these  projects  last  year  following  two  federally-declared  flood 
and  winter  storm  disasters  that  inflicted  my  district.    Now  the  continued  help  of  the 
Committee  will  allow  completion  of  several  repair  projects,  mitigate  the  likely  effects  of 
future  storm  and  flood  problems  and  fulfill  longstanding  federal  commitments. 

I  strongly  endorse  and  ask  the  Committee's  favorable  action  on  the  following  projects: 

Santa  Paula  Creek  Flood  Control  Project     I  ask  the  Committee  to  provide  $4.2 
million  in  FY  97  reflecting  the  optimum  scheduling  capability  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  initiate  construction  of  phases  one  and  two  simultaneously  on  this  critically 
needed  flood  control  project.    Originally  authorized  by  Congress  in  1948,  fulfillment  of  this 
funding  request  combined  with  funding  support  provided  in  FY  96  will  provide  remedies  to 
conditions  threatening  public  health  and  safety  as  well  as  public  and  private  property, 
including  some  4,000  houses,  the  city  of  Santa  Paula's  historic  district  and  five  of  the 
community's  seven  schools.    It  is  anticipated  the  administration,  in  recognition  of  this  need, 
is  likely  to  support,  in  its  budget  submission,  a  similar  funding  level. 

Venmra  Harbor   I  ask  the  Committee's  support  of  $3.9  million  in  FY  97  to  repair  a 
detached  breakwater  and  jetty  damaged  by  Pacific  winter  storms  and  severe  wave  conditions 
and  to  provide  for  needed  maintenance  dredging  to  keep  federal  navigational  channels 
passable.    Additionally,  I  ask  the  Committee  to  provide  $350,000  to  initiate  the 
recormaissance  phase  of  a  sand  by-pass  study  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  at  Ventura 
Harbor  as  authorized  by  the  Committee  on  Infrastructure  and  Transportation  last  year.    It  is 
anticipated  the  funding  of  this  study  will  lead  to  significant  long-term  cost  savings  by 
identifying  and  implementing  new,  more  efficient  maintenance  strategies  replacing  historic 
annual  dredging  requirements.  These  new  strategies  would  also  yield  storm  damage 
protection,  ecological  restoration  and  enhancement  of  area  beaches. 

Port  of  Hueneme     (Oxnard  Harbor  District)  The  Committee's  favorable  consideration 
and  support  of  funding  in  three  categories  for  the  Port  of  Hueneme  is  requested: 

*  $200,000  to  meet  the  federal  obligation  for  completion  of  an  on-going  cost-shared 
feasibility  study  to  deepen  the  navigational  channels  in  compliance  with  federal  priorities  for 
shipping  at  the  port; 

*  $2,549  million  to  meet  federal  obligations  for  removal  of  approximately  200,000 
cubic  yards  of  dredge  material  from  the  harbor  and  repair  the  East  jetty  protecting  the  harbor 
entrance  severely  damaged  by  Pacific  winter  storms  and  wave  action. 


1773 


Channel  Islands  Harbor   I  request  the  Committee's  favorable  consideration  for  $2 
million  for  the  federal  share  of  operational  and  maintenance  dredging  of  1  million  cubic 
yards  and  $1.6  million  for  dredging  and  restoration  of  the  sand  trap  for  a  total  federal  cost  of 
$3.6  million. 

I  ask  the  Committee's  continued  support  for  the  Port  Hueneme  Water  Agency's  Water 
Quality  Improvement  Program.    Specifically,  I  ask  $2.5  million  be  allocated  from  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  funding  to  support  the  brackish  water  reclamation  demonstration  facility.   This 
facility  is  the  cornerstone  of  the  program  to  provide  long-term  reliable  quality  water  to 
several  coastal  communities  in  my  district  including  the  City  of  Port  Hueneme,  the  Channel 
Islands  Beach  area,  the  U.S.  Naval  Construction  Battalion  Center  and  the  U.S.  Navy  Air 
Weapons  Station  at  Point  Mugu.  This  project  is  critical  to  meet  current  and  anticipated  state 
and  federal  regulations  to  prevent  salt  water  intrusion  of  fresh  water  aquifers  and  extend  fire 
flow  by  expanded  pipeline  networks.    Importantly,  this  facility  will  provide  a  full-scale,  side- 
by-side  demonstration  of  three  (3)  desalination  technologies  considered  most  promising  for 
brackish  water  desalting.    This  technical  information  will  be  provided  nationwide  to  other 
communities  confronting  this  problem.  The  Committee's  help  in  FY  97  will  allow 
continuation  of  the  work  begun  on  the  project  in  FY  96  then  afforded  by  the  Committee's 
allocation  of  funding  assistance. 

Finally,  I  ask  the  Conmiittee  to  provide  $300,000  in  FY  97  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
to  complete  work  on  a  reconnaissance  study  begun  with  the  Committee's  help  in  FY  96  for 
the  Ventura-Santa  Barbara  Counties  Coastal  Shoreline  Protection  and  to  initiate  work  on  a 
feasibility  study.    When  completed,  this  study  will  provide  essential  information  about 
preventive  strategies  to  reduce  storm  damage  to  coastal  properties,  better  utilizing  sand 
dredged  from  nearby  harbors  to  prevent  erosion.    Long  term  costs  to  federal,  state  and  local 
government  and  private  property  owners  will  be  greatly  reduced  by  anticipated  preventive 
strategies  that  effectively  address  the  threatened  damage  of  Pacific  winter  storms  and  severe 
wave  conditions  that  all  too  often  swamp  both  residential  and  commercial  developments  and 
major  public  facilities. 

While  at  this  time,  we  do  not  enjoy  the  benefit  of  knowing  the  Administration's 
budget  priorities,  we  do  expect  that  many  of  the  projects  and  funding  levels  I  identified  will, 
or  at  least  should,  be  included  in  the  Administration's  detailed  budget  submittal  to  the 
Committee  later  this  month. 

I  appreciate  the  Committee's  attention  and  ask  for  your  favorable  consideration  of 
these  projects  so  important  to  me  and  my  constituents  and  to  the  economy  of  our  area  of 
Southern  California. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  SAM  FARR,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE 
OF  CAUFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Congressman  Sam  Farr. 

Mr.  Farr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  live  in  a  watershed  basin  on  the  coast  of  CaHfornia  and  there 
are  no  other  congressional  districts  that  lap  over  into  it,  and  the 
watershed  is  essentially  one  that  has  experienced  the  epicenter  of 
the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  in  1989,  and  the  largest  base  closure 
in  1992,  and  last  year,  almost  this  week,  had  the  500-year  flood, 
so  the  infrastructure  has  really  been  torn  apart,  and  I  want  to, 
again  with  others,  thank  this  committee  for  the  way  it  has  re- 
sponded to  the  needs  of  that  part  of  California. 

I  think  you  would  be  very  proud  of  the  modeling  that  is  really 
going  on.  I  don't  mean  just  modeling  for  this  country  but  modeling 
for  the  world  on  how  you  reclaim  water  and  use  it.  You  have  now 
the  largest  project  in  the  United  States,  the  largest  number  of 
acres  of  agricultural  row  crops  that  are  being  irrigated  with 
wastewater,  and  the  project  is  not  totally  completed  and  so  I  rep- 
resent three  counties  and  I  have  four  requests. 

The  first  is  on  the  Salinas  Valley  Reclamation  Project,  which  is 
a  project  to  stop  saltwater  intrusion,  and  the  pipelines  are  being 
laid  in  the  project  right  now  for  the  Salinas  Valley  Reclamation 
Project  and  concurrent  with  the  Castroville  Seawater  Intrusion 
Project.  Construction  of  both  these  projects  is  progressing  rapidly, 
with  completion  expected  in  the  summer  of  1997. 

The  projects  are  financed  through  a  complex  mix  of  Federal  and 
local  financing.  Funding  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  Small 
Reclamation  Loan  Program  has  been  the  linchpin  for  this  financing 
mix.  Last  year,  you  allocated  $1.1  million  to  the  Salinas  Valley 
Reclamation  Project  and  $1.5  million  to  the  Castroville  Seawater 
Intrusion  Program  through  the  loan  program.  I  urge  the  sub- 
committee to  give  its  continued  support  to  the  Small  Reclamation 
Loan  Program. 

I  also  urge  the  subcommittee's  support  of  $7  million  in  funding 
for  the  first  phase  of  the  2-year  construction  period  in  the  San 
Lorenzo  River  Flood  Control  Project.  This  is  right  through  the  city 
of  Santa  Cruz.  The  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  has  estimated  that  the 
fully  funded  construction  costs  of  the  project  will  be  $17.9  million, 
almost  half  of  which  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  city  of  Santa 
Cruz. 

In  addition  to  the  construction  funds,  I  urge  the  subcommittee  to 
include  $1  million  to  help  fund  an  environmental  restoration 
project  on  the  San  Lorenzo  River  under  section  1135  of  the  1986 
Water  Resources  Development  Act. 

The  third  project  is  in  the  Santa  Cruz  Harbor  dredging.  I  urge 
the  subcommittee  to  appropriate  $1.8  million  to  fund  the  Federal 
Government's  obligation  to  participate  in  the  ongoing  harbor  main- 
tenance dredging  project. 
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Essentially  what  happened  is  this  was  a  Corps  of  Engineers 
project  which  the  harbor  district  agreed  to  pick  up  and  do  with 
their  own.  They  even  bought  their  own  dredging  boat.  It  has  been 
a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  in  which  the  port  maintains  the 
harbor  entrance  through  its  own  dredging  program.  The  agreement 
runs  through  the  year  2014  and  what  they  want  to  do  is  to  renego- 
tiate that.  They  want  to  pick  up  the  project  so  that  they  will  con- 
tinually do  it,  forever.  But  they  want  some  Corps  participation. 

So  the  harbor  has  proposed  changes  in  the  Water  Resources  De- 
velopment Act  that  would  modify  the  Memorandum  of  Understand- 
ing to  dramatically  lower  the  total  Federal  cost  of  the  dredging 
project  by  boosting  the  level  of  Federal  support  in  the  near  term 
but  not  having  to  take  it  over  in  the  long  term.  And  so  I  would  ap- 
preciate that. 

And  lastly,  a  very  interesting  commercial  port  in  California  is 
Moss  Landing.  Moss  Landing  is  the  center  of  Monterey  Bay.  It  has 
recently  had  the  investment  of  over  $60  million  by  one  individual, 
by  David  Packard,  who  built  his  own  deep  ocean  research  center 
there  and  just  purchased  a  $20  million  research  vessel. 

The  problem  is  the  harbor  is  full  of  sediment.  The  sediment  is 
full  of  DDT  and  the  breakwater  is  falling  apart.  So,  indeed,  if  we 
are  going  to  support  and  we  have  Federal  fiinds  coming  into  the 
research  projects  that  are  being  conducted  there,  the  infrastructure 
for  supporting  that  harbor  for  both  commercially  and  for  research 
purposes  needs  to  be  improved,  and  I  request  that  the  harbor  needs 
a  $1.3  million  repair  of  the  breakwater  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
has,  I  think,  included  that  in  their  maintenance  and  operation 
budget. 

So  I  appreciate  the  consideration  of  the  committee.  I  am  very 
proud  of  the  fact  that  this  committee  has  taken  an  interest  in  these 
projects,  and  I  think  what  you  will  see  if  you  come  to  visit  the  area 
is  the  amount  of  modeling  between  private  sector  financing.  Fed- 
eral financing,  and  local  community  financing.  And  the  end  product 
is  really  something  we  should  be  having  the  rest  of  this  country  do 
and  certainly  demonstrate  to  other  countries  of  how  to  reclaim 
water,  how  to  adequately  develop  dredging,  and  how  to  build  our 
levees,  not  only  so  that  they  are  safe  for  flood  protection  but  they 
can  be  an  economic  enhancement  for  really  creative  designs  like 
the  San  Antonio  river  project  and  things  like  that. 

So  I  appreciate  your  time,  and  thank  you,  and  I  will  submit  the 
details  for  the  record. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Farr  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chainnan,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  today.  I  want  to  urge 
your  support  of      Important  public  works  projects  that  are  crucial  to  the  sustained  economic 
development  of  my  Central  Coast  California  district.    These  projects  will  bring  crucial  economic 
benefits  to  the  people  of  my  district  for  a  relatively  very  small  cost  to  the  federal  government. 

The  Salinas  Valley  Reclamation  and  Castroville  Seawaler  Intrusion  Projects. 

The  first  project  I  want  to  draw  your  attention  to  is  the  Salinas  Valley  Reclamation 
Project.  This  reclamation  project,  which  along  with  its  companion  Castroville  Seawater 
Intrusion  Project,  is  designed  to  ease  the  seawater  intrusion  problem  at  the  mouth  of  the  Salinas 
Valley.  Seawater  intrusion  threatens  the  groundwater  supplies  of  the  Salinas  Valley's  coastal 
agriculture  as  well  as  the  municipal  water  supplies  of  the  small  town  of  Castroville  and  the  major 
city  of  Salinas. 

In  an  effort  to  fight  this  groundwater  threat,  my  region's  local  government,  under  the 
leadership  of  the  Monterey  Regional  Water  Pollution  Control  Agency  and  the  Monterey  County 
Water  Resources  Agency,  have  developed  a  plan  to  ease  the  demand  for  groundwater,  and  thus 
allow  the  aquifer  to  recharge.  The  key  to  this  plan  is  the  use  of  reclaimed  wastewater  to  irrigate 
the  prime  agricultural  production  near  Castroville.  The  Salinas  Valley  Reclamation  Project  will 
supply  that  water.  The  Castroville  Seawater  Intrusion  Project  will  distribute  the  reclaimed  water 
for  irrigation  through  a  network  of  distribution  pipes.    Construction  of  both  projects  is 
progressing  rapidly  with  completion  expected  by  Summer  1997. 

The  projects  are  financed  through  a  complex  mix  of  federal  and  local  financing.  Funding 
from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  Small  Reclamation  Loan  program  has  been  the  linch  pin  to 
this  financing  mix.  Last  year,  this  Subcommittee  allocated  $1.1  million  to  the  Salinas  Valley 
Reclamation  Project  and  $1 .5  million  to  the  Castroville  Seawater  Intrusion  Project  through  this 
loan  program.  1  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  give  its  continued  support  to  the  Small  Reclamation 
Loan  Program  and  these  two  important  projects  in  particular. 

San  Lorenzo  River  Flood  Control 

I  also  urge  the  Subcommittee's  support  of  $7  million  in  FY  1997  fimding  for  the  first 
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phase  of  the  two-year  construction  period  for  the  San  Lorenzo  River  Flood  Control  Project.  The 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  engineers  has  estimated  that  the  fully  ftinded  construction  costs  of  the 
project  will  be  $17.9  million,  almost  half  of  which  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  City  of 
Santa  Cruz. 

Mill-'-' 
In  addition  to  the  construction  funds,  I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  include  Slto  help  fund 
an  environmental  restoration  project  for  the  San  Lorenzo  River  under  Section  1 135  of  the  1986 
Water  Resources  Development  Act.  Like  the  construction  phase  of  the  project,  the  City  of  Santa 
Cruz  would  pay  a  substantial  share  of  the  restoration  effort. 

The  City  of  Santa  Cruz  has  been  working  for  more  than  20  years  with  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  upgrade  the  protection  offered  by  its  existing  flood  control  project,  which 
offers  less  than  30  year  level  flood  protection.  More  than  1,000  residential  and  300  commercial 
structures  as  well  as  the  city's  core  commercial  district  are  at  risk.  The  old  flood  control  project 
is  woefully  insulequate,  both  in  terms  of  flood  control  and  environmental  performance.  I  urge  the 
Committee's  support  of  these  two  important  projects. 

Santa  Cruz  Harbor  Dredging 

Finally,  I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  appropriate  $1.8  million  to  fiind  the  federal 
government's  obligation  to  participate  in  an  ongoing  harbor  maintenance  dredging  project. 

The  Santa  Cruz  Harbor,  located  on  the  northern  shore  of  California's  Monterey  Bay,  is  a 
major  regional  commercial  harbor  that  is  a  significant  contributor  to  the  Monterey  Bay  region's 
economy.  The  Santa  Cruz  Port  District  and  the  federal  government  have  an  existing 
memorandum  of  understanding  under  which  the  Port  District  maintains  the  harbor  entrance 
through  its  own  dredging  program.  This  agreement  runs  through  2014.  Prior  to  the  inception  of 
the  dredging  project  under  the  agreement  in  1986,  sand  build-up  at  the  harbor  entrance  caused  a 
severe  navigation  hazard  during  high  wave  periods. 

The  Harbor  has  proposed  changes  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  to  modify 
the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  to  dramatically  lower  the  total  federal  cost  of  the  dredging 
project  by  boosting  the  level  of  federal  support  in  the  near  term.  The  funding  that  I  am 
requesting  on  the  Harbor  District's  behalf  is  the  necessary  level  of  federal  funding  to 
accommodate  these  proposed  changes. 

I  am  working  with  the  Harbor  District  to  secure  the  changes  they  need  in  the  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  to  modify  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  with  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.  1  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  make  the  requested  funding  available  in  anticipation  of 
these  changes  being  made  in  the  1 996  Water  Resources  Development  Act. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee  for  this  opportunity  to 
testify  before  you.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Subcommittee  on  the  FY  1997  Energy  & 
Water  appropriations  legislation. 
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Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  wanted  to,  if  you  would  yield  for 
a  second,  welcome  back  Rick  Lehman,  a  former  Member  who  used 
to  sit  in  here  and  ask  for  lots  of  money.  He  told  me  he  is  happy 
Greorge  Radanovich  had  given  him  his  freedom  and  he  is  loving  the 
private  sector. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Sam,  I  want  to  ask  quickly,  are  you  going  to  submit 
a  written  request  on  Moss  Bay  to  supplement  your  testimony? 

Mr.  Farr.  Yes,  I  will.  That  was  not  in  the  written  testimony. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  What  amounts  are  you  requesting  for  fiscal  year  1997 
for  the  Castroville  and  Salinas  Valley? 

Mr.  Farr.  They  are  in  the  President's  budget  and  they  will  be 
the  second  phase  of  that  loan. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  And  that  $1.8  million  for  the  Santa  Cruz  harbor 
dredging  will  cover  the  Federal  Government's  obligation  from 
present  to  the  year  2014? 

Mr.  Farr.  No,  they  want  to  renegotiate  the  Memorandum  of  Un- 
derstanding so  that  the  Federal  Grovemment  doesn't  have  to  pick 
up  all  the  costs.  The  way  it  is  now,  after  the  year  2014  the  Federal 
Government  has  to  pick  up  all  of  the  costs.  They  want  to  continue 
the  relationship  they  have  now  in  perpetuity,  but  they  want  the 
Federal  Grovernment  to  participate  a  little  bit  more  now  so  that 
they  won't  have  to  pick  up  the  whole  cost  later. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  So  the  $1.8  million  is  contingent  upon  renegotiating 
the  agreement? 

Mr.  Farr.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  very  much. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  CHRISTOPHER  COX,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Congressman  Wally  Herger.  Excuse  me,  Wally,  if  you 
don't  mind  yielding,  I  was  going  to  back  up  and  receive  the  testi- 
mony of  Chris  Cox  who  had  to  leave  momentarily. 

Mr.  Cox.  I  apologize.  I  have  been  in  and  out  because  there  is  a 
markup  going  on  on  another  floor. 

I  want  to  thank  you  all  for  your  patient  consideration  of  all  the 
testimony  from  California  today,  and  because  I  personally  have  lis- 
tened to  some  of  the  testimony  about  the  continued  need  for  Fed- 
eral support  of  the  Santa  Ana  Mainstem  Project,  I  will  not  provide 
you  with  all  the  details  and  background  on  that.  Even  if  no  one 
came  from  California  to  testify  about  that  today,  my  prior  testi- 
mony is  so  etched  in  your  mind  you  could  probably  give  it. 

But,  as  you  know,  it  is  over  half  complete,  well  on  its  way.  The 
first  funding  occurred  in  1989,  when  I  first  came  to  Congress.  It  is 
the  fourth  flood  threat  west  of  the  Mississippi.  I  am  delighted  Con- 
gress is  committed  to  it.  I  thank  you  for  your  commitment  to  it, 
and  we  are  hoping  that  100-year  flood  which  occurred  in  1862  and 
1938  doesn't  occur  between  now  and  when  we  finish  it  because  we 
know  that  if  it  were  to  happen,  3,000  people  would  die  in  that  one 
day. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Chris,  if  you  get  George  Brown  and  Bob  Doman  to 
agree  on  anything,  it  must  be  pretty  good. 

Mr.  Cox.  I  think  that  is  exactly  right. 

I  want  to  underscore  some  of  the  earUer  testimony  you  have  also 
received  for  some  additional  projects.  $600,000  for  the  U.S.  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  to  help  fund  design  of  the  Orange  County  Regional 
Water  Reclamation  Project.  This  is  supported  by  the  California 
Water  Commission  and  regional  leaders,  and  it  will  allow  up  to  100 
million  gallons  a  day  of  wastewater  to  be  treated  and  percolated 
into  the  groundwater  basins  instead  of  what  happens  now,  which 
is  it  just  gets  dumped  into  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

Second,  $200,000  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  its 
studies  of  upper  Newport  Bay  and  to  determine  the  feasibility  of 
extending  and  widening  the  existing  Federal  channel  into  this  estu- 
ary for  the  purpose  of  enhancing  and  protecting  wetland  areas.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers'  initial  study  was  supported  by  this  subcommit- 
tee last  year  with  $250,000.  It  concluded,  the  study  that  you  have 
already  supported,  that  the  feasibility  study  should  be  undertaken 
and  so  I  ask  that  that  follow-on  request  be  granted. 

The  funds  are  essential  because,  if  we  don't  pay  attention,  the 
material  flows  from  the  upper  bay  and  main  harbor  will  undo  the 
extensive  restoration  efforts  that  have  recently  been  completed  and 
greater  escalate  the  future  main  harbor  maintenance  costs. 

Two  remaining  projects:  $300,000  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
complete  their  planning  and  environmental  studies  necessary  to 
allow  for  permanent  designation  of  the  LA-3  ocean  disposal  site. 
This  is  something  that  sounds  bureaucratic  but  in  fact  when  I  was 
last  home  all  hell  broke  loose  because  if  this  is  not  permanently 
designated,  if  this  disposal  site  is  not  permanently  designated,  it 
will  become  prohibitively  expensive  to  continue  the  dredging  in 
Upper  Newport  Bay  and  that  is  very,  very  important.  We  want  to 
continue  that. 

Finally,  $1.9  million  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  complete  the 
jetty  repair  that  they  began  last  year  to  the  two  Newport  Beach 
Harbor  jetties.  These  are  Federal  jetties.  They  have  been  virtually 
trouble-free  for  a  half  century.  We  simply  need  to  make  sure  life 
continues  this  waive.  If  we  don't  do  this  necessary  maintenance 
work  of  course  we  might  face  some  trouble,  but  I  think  we  can  ex- 
pect the  next  half  century  to  look  like  the  last  half  century  pro- 
vided we  do  this. 

I  appreciate  the  subcommittee's  consideration  of  these  requests, 
and  I  want  to  thank  the  Chairman  and  the  other  members  of  this 
subcommittee,  all  of  you  at  the  moment,  Mr.  Riggs  and  Mr.  Fazio, 
Californians,  it  has  to  be  a  great  subcommittee.  Thank  you  very 
much  for  your  attention. 

Mr.  MvERS.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Cox  follows:] 
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MARCH  6,  1996 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

TESTIMONY  OF  CONGRESSMAN  CHRISTOPHER  COX 
IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  SANTA  ANA  RIVER  PROJECT 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  this 
morning  about  one  of  the  most  important  public  works  projects 
in  our  nation,  the  Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem  Project. 

Before  I  begin,  allow  me  to  recognize  two  Orange  County 
citizens  who  are  here  in  support  of  this  project: 

o    Mr.  William  Zaun,  the  Orange  County  Director  of  Public 
Works,  whose  work  has  been  critical  to  the  success  of  the 
Santa  Ana  River  Flood  Control  Project. 
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o    Mr.  Robert  Bein  of  the  Orange  County  Business  Council  is 
also  here  in  recognition  of  the  enormous  importance  that 
our  regional  leaders  place  on  the  completion  of  this  project. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  thanks  to  the  decision  of  this 
subcommittee,  we  were  successful  in  obtaining  initial  funding  for 
the  Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem  Project  in  1989,  during  my  first 
year  in  Congress,  and  the  project  has  continued  apace  since 
then. 

Using  these  appropriations,  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  made  good  progress  in  the  project's  construction. 
Beginning  at  the  Pacific  Ocean,  channel  improvements  are 
advancing  upstream  into  Orange  County.   At  the  project's  upper 
end,  nearly  60  miles  from  the  ocean.  Seven  Oaks  Dam  in  San 
Bernardino  County  is  under  construction.    Near  the  mid-point  of 
the  project,  lands  are  being  acquired  for  the  enlargement  of  the 
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existing  Prado  unit  of  the  project. 

It's  vitally  important  that  we  move  to  complete  the  work 
we've  begun  on  this  important  project  in  time  to  guard  against 
an  impending  flood  disaster  that  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  described  as  the  most  serious  flood  threat  west  of  the 
Mississippi. 

In  1 862  and  1 938,  huge  floods  covered  half  of  the  entire 
area  between  the  San  Bernardino  Mountains  and  the  Pacific 
Ocean.   Back  then,  this  was  mostly  agricultural  land.   But  today, 
it  is  a  huge  metropolis  encompassing  millions  of  people.   In 
other  words,  Mr.  Chairman,  today  such  a  flood  threat  would- 
without  warning-wipe  out  110,000  acres  from  Anaheim  to  the 
Pacific  Ocean,  affecting  2.5  million  people  and,  to  an  actuarial 
certainty,  killing  more  than  3,000  people.   It  would  destroy  half  a 
million  homes;  and  it  would  inflict  an  estimated  $15  billion  in 


1783 
property  damage. 


It  would  also  have  a  crippling  effect  throughout  California. 
That  is  why  it  is  supported  by  the  statewide  California  Water 
Commission,  headquartered  in  Sacramento.    But  even  worse, 
Mr.  Chairman,  expert  economists  tell  us  our  entire  country 
would  feel  the  impact  of  such  a  gigantic,  destructive  loss. 
These  same  economists  tell  us  the  ripple  effects  from  this  very 
preventable  natural  disaster  would  be  felt  immediately  around 
the  world. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  ironic  that  this  inevitable  flood  disaster 
we  face  in  Southern  California  is  occasionally  referred  to  as  a 
"100-year  flood."  It  is  so  called  because  statistically  speaking, 
such  a  devastating  flood  will  occur,  on  average,  every  one 
hundred  years.   However,  an  equally  appropriate  name  might  be 
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the  "imminent  catastrophic  fIood"-because  it  is  just  as  likely  to 
happen  next  year  as  it  is  100  years  from  now.   That's  why  we 
must  act  now. 

As  the  Appropriations  Committee  has  indicated  in  the  past, 
this  is  obviously  a  project  with  tremendous  merit,  and  one  which 
needs  and  deserves  continued  Congressional  support.    I 
respectfully  request  that  the  Congress  support  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers'  appropriations  request-expected  to  be  $51 
million--for  the  Santa  Ana  Mainstem  Project  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

Additionally,  I'd  like  to  recognize  several  other  Orange 
County  projects  which  earned  the  support  of  the  Subcommittee 
last  year  and  which  I  believe  are  worthy  of  the  Subcommittee's 
continued  attention: 

o    $600,000  for  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  help  fund 


1785 

design  of  the  Orange  County  Regional  Water  Reclamation 
Project.  This  landmark  project,  which  is  supported  by  the 
California  Water  Commission  and  regional  leaders,  would 
eventually  allow  up  to  100  million  gallons  per  day  of 
wastewater  to  be  treated  and  percolated  into  groundwater 
basins  instead  of  simply  being  discharged  into  the  Pacific 
Ocean. 

o    $200,000  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  its 
studies  in  upper  Newport  Bay  Harbor  and  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of  extending  the  existing  federal  channel  into  this 
estuary  to  enhance  and  protect  wetland  areas,  salt  marsh, 
and  navigational  channels.   The  Corps  of  Engineers'  initial 
study,  which  this  Subcommittee  graciously  provided 
$250,000  for  last  year,  concluded  that  a  feasibility  study 
should  be  undertaken.   These  funds  will  be  essential, 
because  without  continued  attention,  material  flows  from 
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the  upper  bay  into  the  main  harbor  will  undo  the  extensive 
restoration  efforts  recently  completed  and  greatly  escalate 
future  main  harbor  maintenance  costs. 

o    $300,000  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  complete  all 
actions,  planning,  and  environmental  studies  necessary  to 
allow  for  permanent  designation  of  the  l-A-3  ocean  disposal 
site.   This  site,  off  the  coast  of  Orange  County,  is  used  for 
the  disposal  of  dredged  material  meeting  certain  criteria, 
and  has  been  instrumental  in  County's  ability  to  restore 
Upper  Newport  Bay  Harbor.   If  the  LA-3  site  is  allowed  to 
expire,  the  cost  of  safely  disposing  of  dredged  material  will 
be  significantly  increased,  and  continuing  restoration  efforts 
could  become  economically  infeasible. 

o    $1,900,000  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  complete  jetty 
repair  begun  last  year  to  the  two  Newport  Beach  Harbor 
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jetties.   These  two  federal  jetties  have  been  virtually 
trouble-free,  requiring  almost  no  repair  for  the  last  50 
years.   This  final  appropriation  would  be  used  to  finish 
repairing  the  deterioration  of  the  entrance  jetties  before 
greater  damage  occurs,  and  represents  a  solid  investment 
that  would  allow  the  city  to  maintain  a  high  visibility  harbor 
navigational  entrance. 

I  appreciate  the  subcommittee's  consideration  of  these 
requests.    I  thank  the  Chairman  and  the  other  members  of  this 
subcommittee  for  their  time. 

#### 
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Mr.  RiGGS.  Chris,  you  say  the  LA-3  ocean  disposal  site  is  off  the 
coast  of  Orange  County.  What  is  it  actually? 

Mr.  Cox.  It  is  off  the  coast  of  Orange  County  designated  LA-3 
and  used  for  the  disposal  of  dredged  material  meeting  certain  cri- 
teria. It  has  been  instrumental  in  the  county's  ability  to  restore 
Upper  Newport  Bay. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Island  or 

Mr.  Cox.  It  is  an  offshore  disposal  site. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Oh,  it  is  actually  in  the  ocean.  All  right.  Thank  you 
again. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  WAIXY  HERGER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Wally  Herger. 

Mr.  Myers.  Wally  again? 

Mr.  Herger.  It  was  short  the  first  time,  John. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members,  it  is  a  pleasure,  and 
I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you.  While  I  have  ad- 
dressed a  number  of  priorities  in  my  written  testimony,  I  wish  to 
highlight  a  few  particularly  important  points  at  this  time. 

The  winter  of  1994-1995  brought  one  of  the  worst  flood  seasons 
on  record  to  northern  California.  Floods  destroyed  hundreds  of 
homes  and  millions  of  dollars  in  property  throughout  the  10  coun- 
ties in  my  northern  California  district.  All  10  were  ultimately  de- 
clared Federal  disaster  areas.  Today,  one  year  after  this  tragedy 
struck,  many  families  are  still  struggling  to  repair  their  property 
and  their  lives. 

This  catastrophe  was  a  horrifying  reminder  of  an  even  more  dev- 
astating flood  that  struck  in  1986  leaving  over  25,000  people  home- 
less in  the  Marysville/Yuba  city  area.  Congressman  Doolittle 
showed  some  pictures  of  this  a  little  earlier. 

There  is  no  greater  water  management  priority  in  northern  Cali- 
fornia than  the  aggressive  improvement  and  flood  protection 
projects.  Damaged  levees  must  be  repaired  and  strengthened  and 
additional  structures  put  into  place  to  prevent  a  repeat  of  the  dev- 
astation we  experienced  in  1986  and  in  1995. 

I  strongly  urge  the  committee  to  fully  fund  flood  and  levee  res- 
toration projects  along  the  Sacramento  River  and  its  tributaries  as 
recommended  by  the  California  Water  Commission.  I  particularly 
urge  the  committee  to  provide  full  funding  for  levee  construction 
and  repair  in  the  Marysville/Yuba  city  area. 

Another  issue  of  paramount  importance  to  northern  Califomians 
is  a  predictable  and  adequate  water  supply.  Water  delivery  for 
multiple  uses  in  the  region  has  been  severely  curtailed  due  to  pro- 
tection of  the  threatened  winter-run  chinook  salmon.  Recently,  de- 
clines in  the  spring-run  chinook  salmon  populations  have  prompted 
efforts  to  list  that  species,  further  threatening  scarce  water  sup- 
plies. 
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For  this  reason  I  strongly  endorse  full  funding  for  the  construc- 
tion and  maintenance  of  the  temperature  control  device  at  Shasta 
Dam,  which  will  be  completed  by  the  fall  of  this  year.  Once  com- 
pleted, it  will  enhance  salmon  runs  and  thereby  improve  water 
availability  for  all  users  within  the  system. 

Likewise,  I  strongly  support  rehabilitation  of  the  Coleman  Na- 
tional Fish  Hatchery.  Like  the  temperature  control  device,  this 
project  is  vital  to  maintaining  healthy  salmon  populations  in  the 
Sacramento  River.  I  urge  the  committee  to  fully  fund  the  proposed 
modification  at  the  levels  recommended  by  the  California  Water 
Commission  again. 

Another  project  that  I  wish  to  emphasize  is  the  Trinity  River 
Restoration  Program.  This  habitat  mitigation  project  is  instrumen- 
tal in  maintaining  healthy  salmon  populations  within  the  Trinity 
River,  thereby  ensuring  an  adequate  supply  of  water  for  a  variety 
of  users  who  are  dependent  upon  the  Trinity  River  system. 

And  I  wish  to  express  special  thanks  to  my  good  friend  and  col- 
league, Frank  Riggs,  for  your  tireless  efforts  to  promote  this 
project.  And  I  urge  the  committee  to  continue  funding  this  program 
at  the  requested  levels. 

In  conclusion,  there  are  a  number  of  additional  projects  that  I  en- 
dorse but  which  time  would  not  allow  me  to  mention  here,  but  I 
invite  the  committee  to  review  my  written  statement  and  give  full 
consideration  to  these  requests. 

Again,  I  thank  each  of  you  for  your  time  that  you  give  us  each 
year. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you,  Congressman  Herger,  for  your  testimony 
and  kind  comments. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Herger  follows:] 
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us  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

March  6,  1996 

Statement  by  the  Honorable  Wally  Herger 


Thank  you,  Mr  Chairman,  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the  second 
Congressional  district  of  California. 

To  begin,  I  wish  to  thank  each  member  of  the  committee  for  their  careful  attention 
to  northern  California  water  issues  in  past  years.  As  you  all  know,  there  are  few  issues 
more  important  to  the  people  of  the  north  state  than  the  management  of  their  scarce  water 
resources.  I  look  forward  to  continuing  this  spirit  of  cooperation  as  we  work  together 
with  the  California  Water  Commission  (the  Conunission)  in  setting  funding  priorities  for 
northern  California  during  the  1996  appropriations  process. 

The  winter  of  1995  brought  one  of  the  worst  flood  seasons  on  record  to  northern 
California.  Hundreds  were  left  homeless  and  millions  of  dollars  in  property  was  destroyed 
as  devastating  flood  waters  ravaged  each  of  the  ten  counties  in  my  district.  All  ten  were 
ultimately  declared  federal  disaster  areas,  and  today,  one  year  af^er  this  tragedy  struck, 
many  families  are  still  struggling  to  repair  their  property  and  their  lives.  This  tragedy  was 
a  grim  reminder  of  an  even  more  devastating  flood  that  struck  northern  California  in  1986, 
leaving  over  25,000  people  homeless  in  the  MarysvilleA'uba  City  area.  Today,  over  ten 
years  after  that  historic  flood,  the  physical  and  social  effects  of  that  disaster  are  still  seen 
and  felt  in  the  region. 

Clearly,  there  is  no  greater  priority  that  I  will  present  before  the  committee  today 
than  the  need  to  aggressively  improve  flood  protection  projects  throughout  the  whole  of 
the  north  state   Damage  levees  must  be  repaired  and  strengthened  and  additional 
protections  put  into  place  to  prevent  a  repeat  of  the  devastation  we  experienced  in  1995. 
For  this  reason,  I  strongly  endorse  the  recommendations  of  the  California  Water 
Commission  to  fund  flood  protection  and  levee  restoration  projects  along  the  Sacramento 
River  and  its  tributaries.  Specifically,  I  urge  the  committee  to  provide  full  funding  for 
levee  construction  and  repair  in  the  Marysville/Yuba  City  area  at  the  levels  requested  by 
the  Commission. 

Another  issue  of  paramount  importance  to  northern  Califomians  is  a  predictable 
and  adequate  water  supply.  Water  delivery  for  multiple  uses  in  the  region  has  been 
severely  curtailed  due  to  protection  of  the  threatened  winter-run  Chinook  salmon. 
Recently,  declines  in  spring-run  Chinook  salmon  populations  have  prompted  efforts  to  list 
that  species,  further  threatening  scarce  water  supplies. 
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For  this  reason,  I  strongly  endorse  continued  funding  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  temperature  control  device  at  Shasta  Dam.  This  is  a  project  of  primary 
importance  to  north  state  water  users.  Presently  the  device  is  in  the  final  stages  of 
construction  and  will  be  completed  by  the  fall  of  this  year.  Once  completed,  it  will 
improve  control  of  temperature,  turbidity  and  dissolved  oxygen  within  the  Sacramento 
River,  thereby  improving  fishery  habitat  necessary  to  healthy  salmon  and  steelhead  runs 
This  will,  in  turn,  help  ensure  adequate  water  delivery  for  all  users  within  the  system    The 
device  will  also  maintain  existing  power  generating  capability  and  reservoir  release 
patterns  at  Shasta  Dam    I  urge  the  committee  to  fully  fund  this  project  at  the  level 
requested  by  the  Commission. 

Another  project  of  great  importance  to  water  users  in  the  north  state,  and  one 
which  complements  the  temperature  control  device  at  Shasta  Dam,  is  the  renovation  of  the 
Coleman  National  Fish  Hatchery.  The  hatchery  was  built  in  1942  to  mitigate  damages  to 
salmon  spawning  areas  in  the  Sacramento  River  system  caused  by  the  construction  of 
Shasta  and  Keswick  Dams    The  hatchery  is  vital  to  maintaining  healthy  salmon 
populations  in  the  Sacramento  River  and,  over  the  years,  has  been  a  critical  link  in  the 
overall  water  use  plan  in  northern  California.  Continuing  this  central  role,  however, 
requires  reinvestment  in  updated  equipment  and  technology. 

Improvements  to  the  hatchery,  scheduled  to  be  phased  in  over  a  number  of  years, 
will  provide  a  disease-free  water  supply,  pollution  abatement  facilities,  adequate  storage 
for  frozen  and  dry  food,  reconstruction  of  fish  ladders,  and  a  number  of  other 
improvements  needed  to  enable  the  facility  to  function  at  peak  efficiency.  Because  of  the 
importance  of  the  Coleman  Hatchery  to  the  overall  water  delivery  plan  for  the  Sacramento 
River  system,  I  urge  the  committee  to  fully  fund  the  proposed  modifications  at  the  levels 
recommended  by  the  Commission. 

Another  project  that  I  strongly  endorse  is  the  Trinity  River  Restoration  Program. 
This  habitat  mitigation  project  is  instrumental  in  maintaining  healthy  salmon  populations 
within  the  Trinity  River,  thereby  ensuring  an  adequate  supply  of  water  for  a  variety  of 
users  who  are  dependent  upon  the  Trinity  River  system.  The  Trinity  River  Restoration 
Project  has  been  instrumental  in  protecting  anadromous  salmon  runs  within  the  Trinity 
River  System.  For  over  ten  years,  county,  tribal  and  federal  authorities  have  worked 
closely  with  stake  holders  along  the  river  to  restore  habitat  and  provide  suitable  spawning 
areas  for  salmon.  Later  this  year  a  comprehensive  stream  flow  study  will  be  completed 
recommending  long-term  remediation  alternatives  within  the  system   Continued  funding 
for  the  restoration  program  is  essential  to  fully  implement  the  recommendations  of  this 
study 

I  wish  to  express  special  thanks  to  my  good  friend  and  colleague,  Frank  Riggs,  for 
his  tireless  efforts  to  ensure  that  this  project  receives  full  consideration  not  only  from  this 
committee,  but  also  from  the  House  Resources  Committee.  Last  year.  Representative 
Riggs  and  I  introduced  legislation  that  would  extend  the  authorization  of  the  Trinity  River 
Program  for  an  additional  three  years.  This  bill  has  been  passed  by  the  House  and  is  now 


1792 


moving  quickly  through  the  Senate.  I  am  fully  confident  that  it  will  be  signed  into  law  at 
some  point  in  the  near  future.  Given  the  broad  support  of  this  legislation  by  the 
Administration  and  members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  I  urge  the  committee  to  fully  flmd 
the  restoration  project  at  the  level  provided  in  the  reauthorization  bill. 

Turning  to  the  energy  side  of  my  testimony,  I  wish  to  draw  the  attention  of  the 
committee  to  an  important  project  that  has  begun  in  the  towns  of  Gridley  and  Biggs  on  the 
boarder  of  my  and  Mr.  Fazio's  districts.  In  1994  and  1995  this  committee  endorsed  the 
building  of  a  cost-share  biomass  facility  for  converting  rice  straw  to  electricity  and 
ethanol.  I  urge  the  committee  to  continue  its  support  of  this  worthwhile  endeavor. 

The  facility  planned  will  be  large  enough  to  consume  rice  straw  from  80,000  acres, 
or  approximately  20  percent  of  California's  rice  straw.  This  is  significant  in  view  of  the 
mandate  currently  in  force  in  the  state  to  end  open  field  rice  straw  burning  by  the  year 
2,000.  In  addition,  the  plant  will  produce  approximately  20  million  gallons  of  ethanol  and 
generate  12.5  megawatts  of  electricity  annually.  This  presents  a  win- win  proposition 
which  both  addresses  the  need  to  dispose  of  rice  straw  in  an  environmentally  sensible  way 
and  the  need  to  provide  a  reliable  future  source  of  electricity  to  the  Gridley/Biggs  region. 

In  conclusion,  I  wish  to  thank  the  committee  again  for  its  continued  responsiveness 
to  the  water  and  energy  needs  of  northern  California.  I  encourage  the  committee  to  give 
full  consideration  to  these  recommendations  as  we  work  together  to  craft  the  1997  bill 
Thank  you. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 
WITNESS 

HON.  ROBERT  K.  DORNAN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr,  RiGGS.  We  now  turn  to  our  friend  and  colleague,  Bob  Dor- 
nan. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  again.  It  is  a  pleasure 
to  appear  before  the  happiest  and  friendliest  subcommittee  on  Cap- 
itol Hill. 

Mr.  Myers.  How  much  do  you  want? 

Mr.  Dornan.  I  want  to  add  to  some  earlier  remarks  about  what 
a  passing  right  it  is  for  our  Chairman  and  the  former  Chairman 
to  move  on  to  phase  three  of  the  seven  phases  in  life.  So  a  long  way 
to  go. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  think  we  have  four  left,  really? 

Mr.  Dornan.  I  picture  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  your  tractor  in  In- 
diana, maybe  being  on  a  radio  show,  as  you  told  me  once,  talking 
about  leaders  in  Washington,  and  your  friend  from  next  door  com- 
ing up,  and  you  are  covered  in  grease  to  your  elbows,  and  he  says, 
hey,  does  this  guy  Dornan  know  about  you,  Congressman  John? 

And  the  prior  Chairman,  Ranking  Minority  Member,  I  think  of 
Lieutenant  Tom  Bevill  backing  up  the  Normandy  invasion,  and 
within  a  year  here  was  a  teenager  running  a  German  prisoner  of 
war  camp  as  the  commander.  Teenaged  Lieutenant  John  Myers.  So 
it  is  a  passing  right. 

And  may  President  Bob  Dole 

Mr.  Myers.  You  are  giving  away  my  age  now.  Bob. 

Mr.  Dornan.  I  said  "teenager."  That  goes  down  to  13. 

President  Dole,  if  lightning  doesn't  strike  me  and  President  Dole 
gets  in  there,  he'll  offer  the  two  of  you,  you  and  Tom,  anything  you 
want  on  the  cabinet. 

I  just  am  going  to  underscore  a  couple  of  things  that  Chris  said. 
I  was  over  in  Bosnia  on  the  weekend  and  General  Nash,  the  com- 
mander of  the  First  Armored  Division,  brought  up  that  the  Santa 
Ana  River  was  hit  with  a  100-year  flood.  And  as  an  Orange  County 
Member,  I  immediately  started  thinking  of  what  Chris  mentioned, 
1862  and  1938.  Thank  you  for  supporting  down  over  the  years  the 
Santa  Ana  River  project,  and  I  know  you  will  continue  to  support 
it. 

Chris  mentioned  that  figure  of  3  thousand  people  dead,  and  I 
know  Vic  Fazio  was  touched  years  ago  when  I  mentioned 
Disneyland  underwater  and  Mickey  and  Mini. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Knott's  Berry  Farm. 

Mr.  Dornan.  Knott's  Berry  Farm,  Snoopy,  all  of  them  being  res- 
cued by  Coast  Guard  helicopters.  A  horrible,  horrible,  horrible 
sight.  So  keep  that  money  coming  into  the  Santa  Ana  River  project. 

I  want  to  thank  Bill  Zaun,  the  Director  of  Public  Works  for  Or- 
ange County's  Environmental  Management  Agency.  He  is  here. 
And  also,  Don  Martinson,  Director  of  the  Santa  Ana  River  flood 
control  agency.  And  I  think  Supervisor  Jim  Silva  is  here,  the  best 
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supervisor  west  of  the  Mississippi,  maybe  in  the  whole  United 
States. 

Project  number  two,  and  I  don't  have  all  these  smaller  ones  that 
Chris  does,  but  I  certainly  support  what  Mr.  Cox  wants,  but  the 
second  one  is  one  he  also  mentioned,  the  Orange  County  Regional 
Water  Reclamation  Project.  I  would  like  to  express  my  thanks  to 
Bob  Bein  of  the  Orange  County  Business  Council.  He  is  joining  us 
here  to  beat  up,  in  a  friendly  way,  on  your  staff  later.  And  in  view 
of  the  increasing  shortage  of  usable  surface  and  groundwater,  as 
well  as  the  importance  of  finding  new  sources  of  supplies  to  meet 
the  present  and  the  future  water  needs  of  Orange  County,  the 
whole  delegation,  of  course,  strongly  supports  this  project. 

I  have  got  some  other  statements  on  it  that  I  will  submit  for  the 
record.  $600,000  is  being  requested  for  the  water  reclamation 
project.  You  folks  do  do  a  very  tough  and  needed  job,  and  as  Tom 
Lantos  said  earlier,  this  committee  does  make  one  yearn  for  the 
coUegiality  and  friendliness  of  yesteryear,  but  I  am  still  having  fiin 
in  the  Speaker's  Lobby  Subcommittee  and  the  committee  hearing 
rooms.  I  only  get  uptight  in  the  well,  as  you  know,  and  I  find  a  lot 
of  coUegiality,  as  Vic  well  knows,  which  keeps  me  in  rein  some- 
times. But  everywhere  I  find  the  same  friendliness,  and  this  com- 
mittee is  exemplary  of  what  is  best  about  the  Congress. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Doman  follows:] 
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Testimony  of  Rep.  Robert  K.  Dornan 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations 
Chairman  John  T.  Myers 

Wednesday,  March  6, 1996 


Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  behalf  of  two  extremely 
important  water  projects  located  in  Orange  County:  the  Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem  Project  and 
the  Orange  County  Regional  Water  Reclamation  Project    I  am  requesting  that  the  subcommittee 
support  0MB 's  forthcoming  recommendation  for  funding  of  the  Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem 
Project,  as  well  as  $600,000  for  the  Orange  County  Regional  Water  Reclamation  Project  in  the 
FY97  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  legislation 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  I  move  fijrther  into  my  testimony,  I  would  like  to  thank  the 
subcommittee  for  its  long  record  of  support  for  the  Santa  Ana  River  project    I  know  many  of  you 
are  aware  of  the  need  for  this  important  project  to  be  completed  as  soon  as  possible.  I  would  also 
like  to  thank  Supervisor  Jim  Silva  for  joining  me  today  in  support  of  the  project,  as  well  as  Bill 
Zaun,  who  is  the  Director  of  Public  Works  for  Orange  County's  Environmental  Management 
Agency,  and  also  Don  Martinson,  who  is  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Santa  Ana  River  Flood 
Protection  Agency,  for  their  hard  work  and  dedication  to  the  project. 

Members  of  the  subcommittee  may  be  interested  to  know  that  the  day  before  yesterday, 
March  4th,  was  the  58  year  anniversary  of  the  massive  flood  that  consumed  1 10,000  acres  of 
Orange  County  under  3  feet  of  water  in  1938    If  a  similar  flood  occurred  today,  it  is  estimated 
that  it  would  cause  more  than  $15  bilHon  in  damage  and  kill  some  3,000  people    With  this  in 
mind,  I  cannot  underscore  the  importance  of  the  Santa  Ana  River  flood  control  project.  It  is 
absolutely  imperative  that  this  project  be  completed  as  quickly  as  possible  so  that  the  citizens  of 
Southern  California  are  protected  against  the  inevitable,  and  I  do  mean  inevitable,  flooding  of  the 
Santa  Ana  River. 

The  Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem  project  is  designed  to  provide  flood  protection  for 
residences  and  businesses  in  the  Southern  California  communities  of  Orange,  Riverside,  and  San 
Bernardino  counties.  All  three  counties,  collectively,  are  working  closely  with  the  US.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  design  and  construct  the  project.  With  an  appropriation  that  continues  the 
funding  schedule,  we  can  build  on  the  success  and  timeliness  of  this  venture.  I  would  therefore 
respectfully  request  that  the  subcommittee  continue  its  support  for  the  Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem 
project  by  appropriating  an  amount  equal  to  the  forthcoming  recommendation  of  0MB  in  its 
budget  request. 
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The  second  project  I  would  like  to  speak  about  is  the  Orange  County  Regional  Water 
Reclamation  Project,  of  which  I  am  requesting  an  appropriation  of  $600,000    I  would  also  like  to 
thank  Bob  Bein  for  joining  me  today  to  outline  the  significance  of  this  particular  project. 

In  view  of  the  increasing  shortage  of  usable  surface  and  ground  water,  as  well  as  the 
importance  of  finding  new  sources  of  supplies  to  meet  the  present  and  fliture  water  needs  of 
Orange  County,  I  strongly  support  this  project.  Its  purpose  is  to  produce  a  new,  cost-effective, 
local  water  supply  by  recycling  wastewater  that  is  currently  discharged  into  the  ocean.  By  doing 
so.  Orange  County  will  be  able  to  use  reclaimed  water  to  maximize  the  storage  capabilities  of  the 
groundwater  basin  and  therefore  reduce  our  dependence  on  imported  supplies.  It  will  also  allow 
California  to  allocate  additional  water  for  meeting  the  environmental  needs  of  the  Sacramento-San 
Joaquin  Delta.  Finally,  the  project  will  incorporate  microfiltration  which  represents  cutting-edge 
technology  for  reclaimed  water  treatment. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  once  again  thank  the  subcommittee's  utmost  consideration  of 
these  important  funding  requests.  All  residents  of  the  46th  district,  including  this  Member  of 
Congress,  greatly  appreciate  your  leadership  in  these  critical  areas. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  I  used  to  get  uptight  and  now  I  get  up 
sober. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  You  are  entering  phase  three  of  the  seven  phases 
of  life. 

Mr.  Myers.  Part  of  age. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  That  is  the  key  to  surviving  30  years  in  Congress. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  hate  to  take  your  time,  but,  Bob,  you  mentioned 
the  100-year  flood.  I  have  lived  on  the  Wabash  and  I  have  a  farm 
by  the  river,  and  if  my  calculations  are  correct,  we  should  not  have 
a  100-year  flood  until  the  22nd  century.  Within  6  weeks  we  had 
two  100-year  floods  about  2  years  ago. 

Mr.  Dornan.  I  have  always  made  the  case  that  Grod  sometimes 
gives  us  back-to-back  floods.  So  as  Chris  Cox  said,  expedite  this  be- 
fore we  get  the  mother  of  all  floods. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Bob. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  again  for  your  testimony. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 
WIT>fESS 

HON.   ANDREA   H.    SEASTRAND,   A   REPRESENTATIVE   IN   CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Congresswoman  Andrea  Seastrand. 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  You  Said  to  be  brief  so  I  am  going  to  say  thank 
you,  I  appreciate  you,  I  love  you. 

Help.  My  congressional  district,  located  off  the  central  coast  of 
California,  is  subject  to  extensive  amounts  of  siltation,  so  the 
dredging  surfaces  provided  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  have 
been  most  helpflil  to  safely  navigate  my  district's  harbors.  For 
many  years  the  committee  has  granted  appropriations  for  Morro 
Bay  and  Santa  Barbara  Harbor  for  dredging  services.  Last  year  the 
committee  included  funds  for  the  investigation  into  procuring  of 
dredge  for  the  city  of  Santa  Barbara.  So  this  year  I  am  requesting 
$5,790,000  to  start  this  acquisition. 

Procurement  of  a  dredge  for  Santa  Barbara  will  allow  the  sub- 
committee to  delete  $1.3  million  in  annual  O&M  funding.  Dredge 
procurement  used  to  substitute  continued  O&M  services  has  dem- 
onstrated that  at  least  $9  million  has  been  saved  over  the  last  8 
years  in  California  harbors  that  have  implemented  such  practices. 

Lastly,  I  request  that  the  subcommittee  appropriate  $300,000  in 
fiscal  year  1997  in  engineering  and  design  funds  in  preparation  for 
maintenance  dredging  in  fiscal  year  1998  for  Morro  Bay.  Morro 
Bay  is  an  all-weather  commercial  and  small  craft  harbor  that  pro- 
vides approximately  700  jobs  and  $53.5  million  annually  to  the 
economy. 

That  concludes  my  request.  I  again  thank  you  for  holding  this 
hearing  and  want  to  emphasize  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  in- 
volvement and  they  also  support  these  two  programs. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  for  your  very  concise  testimony. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mrs.  Seastrand.  Takes  a  woman  to  do  something  right. 
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Mr.  RiGGS.  Sorry  you  had  to  wait  so  long.  Maybe  dredge  procure- 
ment is  the  wave  of  the  future. 

[The  statement  of  Mrs.  Seastrand  follows:] 


1799 

Statement  by  Representative  Andrea  Seastrand 
before  the 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water 
March  6, 1996 
I  would  like  to  thank  the  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
Subcommittee  for  holding  today's  hearings.  In  the  interests  of  time  and 
the  heavy  list  of  witnesses  let  me  go  directly  to  my  request. 

My  congressional  district  located  off  the  Central  Coast  of  California 
is  subject  to  extensive  amounts  of  siltation  so  dredging  services  provided 
by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  have  been  most  helpful  to  safely 
navigate  my  district's  harbors.  For  many  years  the  Committee  has  granted 
appropriations  to  both  Morro  Bay  and  the  Santa  Barbara  Harbor  for 
dredging  Services.  Last  year  the  Committee  included  funds  for  the 
investigation  into  procuring  a  dredge  for  the  City  of  Santa  Barbara.  This 
year  I  request  $5,790,000  to  start  this  acquisition  .  Procurement  of  a 
dredge  for  Santa  Barbara  will  allow  the  Subcommittee  to  delete  $1.3 
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million  in  annual  O&M  funding.  Dredge  procurement  used  to  substitute 
continued  O&M  services  has  demonstrated  that  at  least  $9  million  has 
been  saved  over  the  last  eight  years  in  California  harbors  that  have 
implemented  such  practices 

Lastly,  I  request  that  the  subcommittee  appropriate  $300,000  in 
Fiscal  Year  1997  in  engineering  and  design  funds  in  preparation  for 
maintenance  dredging  in  Fiscal  year  1998.  Morro  Bay  is  an  all  weather 
commercial  and  small  craft  harbor  that  provides  approximately  700  jobs 
and  $53.5  million  annually  to  the  economy. 

That  concludes  my  request.  Again,  I  thank  the  Subcommittee  for 
holding  this  hearing  and  want  to  finish  by  emphasizing  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  involvement  and  support  of  these  programs. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  SONNY  BONO,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Congressman  Sonny  Bono. 

Mr.  Bono.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Riggs.  Your  tie  is  excep- 
tional today. 

Mr.  Riggs.  Has  anybody  ever  told  you,  by  the  way,  that  you  look 
like  Frank  Riggs? 

Mr.  Bono.  Yes. 

Mr.  Fazio.  A  lot  of  people  have  told  me  I  look  like  Bob  Doman. 

Mr.  BiLBRAY.  You  are  right,  you  do. 

Mr.  Bono.  Frank  Riggs  is  shorter  than  I  am,  but  other  than 
that — it  is  not  possible? 

Mr.  Myers.  You  have  been  worn  down,  Sonny. 

Mr.  Bono.  That  is  what  it  is. 

This  may  surprise  you,  but  I  am  here  to  ask  for  some  money. 
Palm  Springs,  every  time  you  mention  the  words  "Palm  Springs," 
sometimes  in  the  committee  people  think  that  Palm  Springs  is  af- 
fluent. Just  the  opposite,  it  is  not  affluent;  it  is  on  the  brink  of  sur- 
vival. 

We  have  that  whole  Coachella  Valley  that  is  trying  to  survive  on 
an  industry,  and  as  you  all  know,  water  in  California  is  getting  to 
be  more  valuable  than  gold.  And  this  problem  is  not  going  to  go 
away.  We  just  kind  of  perpetuate  it,  but  it  is  going  to  go  on  and 
on  and  on  and  someday  I  don't  know  what  we  are  going  to  do.  We 
are  going  to  have  to  do  a  lot  more. 

I  have  many  projects.  For  this  reason,  to  expedite  them  I  am 
going  to  submit  written  details  rather  than  go  over  all  of  that  here. 
However,  there  is  one  project  I  would  like  to  highlight  as  a  top  pri- 
ority and  that  is  the  Salton  Sea  Authority,  which  is  in  our  district. 

The  Salton  Sea  is  California's  largest  lake  and  it  is  located  in 
Riverside  and  Imperial  Counties.  It  was  formed  this  century  by 
flood  waters  from  a  Bureau  of  Reclamation  project  and  it  has  been 
plagued  by  salinity  and  flooding  problems  ever  since. 

The  Salton  Sea  has  had  this  problem  that  has  been  there  for 
years  and  years  and  years.  Aside  from  that,  at  times  it  can  produce 
an  odor  throughout  the  entire  valley  that  is  unbelievable.  So,  fi- 
nally, we  have  gotten  together  the  Salton  Sea  Authority.  It  is  in 
its  third  year,  and  is  now  trying  to  do  something,  and  we  have  it 
under  one  organization.  It  was  under  22.  We  have  the  projects  to 
stabilize  the  salinity  and  the  flooding  problems  of  the  Salton  Sea 
and  maximize  the  Sea's  enormous  recreational  potential,  and  that 
is  the  important  part  of  the  Salton  Sea.  If  we  could,  it  could  be 
dealt  with  and  eventually  handled  and  then  make  money  for  the 
area.  So  it  seems  like  a  good  investment  for  the  State.  So  we  want 
to  focus  hard  on  that. 

The  work  of  the  Authority  is  critical  to  ending  the  threat  of  the 
saltwater  contamination  of  the  Coachella  Valley  groundwater  sup- 
ply. We  are  getting  water  leaking  that  is  going  into  the  farming — 
I  am  trying  to  rush  here  for  you  so  that  everybody  can  say  what 
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they  have  to  say — so  we  are  tr5dng  to  prevent  damaging  nearby 
farms,  residences,  and  Highways  86  and  111. 

The  Salton  Sea  Research  Project  has  a  $10  million  authorization 
through  Title  XI  of  the  Reclamation  Projects  Authorization  and  Ad- 
justment Act  of  1992.  The  Bureau  has  requested  the  funding  for 
this  project  in  the  fiscal  year  1997  budget. 

Since  1994,  your  committee  has  supported  the  Authority's  work 
with  $100,000  annually,  and  the  State  and  local  funds  have  pro- 
vided the  100  percent  non-Federal  match. 

This  year,  I  respectfully  request  the  support  of  $400,000  ear- 
marked for  the  Salton  Sea  Authority  Research  Project  within  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation.  This  funding  will  allow  the  Authority  to 
begin  with  a  wonderful  group  of  people,  the  EIR  gang,  and  get  into 
that  phase  to  progress  further. 

So  that  is  what  I  am  here  for.  Any  assistance — I  want  to  thank 
you  for  all  the  help  that  you  have  given  us  in  the  past,  and  I  don't 
have  to  tell  you  what  you  already  know,  you  are  well  aware  of  the 
problems  of  water  in  California.  So  an3d;hing  you  can  do  for  us,  I 
appreciate.  God  bless  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Sonny. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony.  Sonny. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Bono  follows:] 
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DETAILED  APPROPRIATIONS  REQUEST  FOR  CONGRESSMAN  SONNY  BONO 

(BY  PRIORITY) 


#1.      SALTON  SEA  AUTHORITY 

(Please  see  attached  fact  sheet) 

•  Joint  powers  authority  of  Coachella  Valley  Water  District,  Imperial 
Irrigation  District,  Imperial  and  Riverside  Counties.  Participants  include 
State  of  California,  federal  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  local  communities. 

•  Supported  by  previous  appropriations  of  $100,000  annually  between 
1994-1996 

•  Requesting  $400,000  earmark  to  Salton  Sea  Authority  Research  Project 
(#1743)  within  Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  FY  1997 


#2. 


-^ 


EASTERN  MUNICIPAL  WATER  DISTRICT  RECLAIMED  WATER 
SYSTEM  PROJECT 

Unique,  innovative  water  conservation  project 

Located  in  western  Riverside  County  within  the  44th  congressional 

district  (J^p.  Sonny  Bono)  and  43rd  congressional  district  (Rep.  Ken 

Calvert)." 

$27  million  provided  through  Bureau  of  Reclamation  between  1992- 

1996.^ 

Supported  by  previous  federal  appropriations  and  the  California  Water 

Commission 

Requesting  $3,887,700  as  part  of  Bureau  of  Reclamation  programs^- ^^ — 


Congressman  bono  also  fully  supports  the  Riverside  County  Flood  Control  District 
projects: 

•         Santa  Ana  River  Mainstream  ($52  million) 

Santa  Ana  River  at  Norco  Bluffs  ($  1 80,000) 

Santa  Margarita  River  Basin  ($750,000) 

Murrieta  Creek  ($  1 50,000) 

Gunnerson  Pond  ($490,000) 
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THE  SALTON  SEA:  A  CALIFORNIA  RESOURCE 

Problems  with  the  Sea: 

•  Salinity: 

Salinity  of  Sea  is  43,000  ppm,  compared  to  ocean  water  salinity  of  35,000  ppm.  Any  reduction 
in  water  flowing  to  Sea  causes  rise  in  salinity  of  Sea.  Water  supply  of  Coachella  and  Imperial 
Valleys  threatened  by  potential  seepage  of  this  high-salinity  water  into  groundwater  table. 

•  Elevation/Flooding: 

Sea's  elevation  has  fluctuated  since  its  creation  earlier  this  century.  In  1994  and  1995,  annual 
elevation  of  Sea  varied  between  -225.4  and  -226.8  feet  below  sea  level,  damaging  homes  and 
park  facilities.  Re-alignment  path  of  Highway  86  is  precariously  close  to  Sea  -  literally  just  feet 
away.  This  also  threatens  existing  Highway  111.  If  the  elevation  is  not  controlled,  surrounding 
communities  will  continue  to  be  threatened  by  flooding,  the  salinity  level  will  be  unstable,  and 
construction  and  operation  of  Highway  86  may  be  seriously  jeopardized. 


Need  for  Solution 

•  Salinity  threat  to  groundwater  supply  and  sport  fishing 

•  Flood  threat  to  surrounding  farms,  residences  and  new  Hwy.  86  and  existing  Hwy.  1 1 1 

•  Enormous  potential  recreational,  economic  and  environmental  resource  for  entire  state  (through 
state  recreation  park  and  wildlife  refuge) 


Salton  Sea  Authority 

•  Who  they  are:  A  joint  powers  authority  comprised  of  Coachella  Valley  Water  District,  Imperial 
Irrigation  District  and  Imperial  and  Riverside  Counties.  Local,  state  and  federal  participation 
in  the  SSA's  funding  and  work. 

•  Goal:To  research  and  develop  a  method  to  stabilize  water  elevation  and  salinity  and,  thereby, 
maximize  the  recreational  and  enviroimiental  use  of  the  Sea  to  benefit  the  entire  state. 

•  Current  status:  Currently  preparing  to  begin  the  EIS/EIR  phase  in  May,  1996. 


Funding  History 

•  Existing  $  1 0  million  authorization  dirough  Tiltie  XI  of  Reclamation  Projects  Authorization  and 
Adjustment  Act  of  1992.  Includes  100%  non-federal  match  requirement. 

•  Prior  Reclamation  funding  fix)m  Congress  through  write-in  since  1994  at  $100,000  annually. 
100%  federal  match  through  state  and  local  funds. 


FY97  Funding  Needs 

•  $400, 000  within  Bureau  of  Reclamation  specifically  earmarked  for  the  Salton  Sea  Authority. 

•  Funding  to  be  used  for  first  year  of  EIR/EIS  process. 
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WED^fESDAY,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  BRIAN  P.  BILBRAY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  RiGGS.  We  turn  last,  but  certainly  not  least,  to  the  junior 
Member  of  the  surfing  caucus,  Mr.  Bilbray. 

Mr.  Bilbray.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  a  tough  act  to  fol- 
low Sonny,  but  it  is  a  privilege  to  be  included  among  the  other  half 
of  the  bad  boys  from  California. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  we  have  a  couple  of  projects  here. 
One  happens  to  be  the  reconnaissance  study  for  the  navigation 
channel  in  San  Diego  Harbor.  Right  now  there  is  a  request  for 
$300,000.  The  Transportation  and  Infrastructure  Subcommittee  on 
Water  Resources  and  the  Environment  today,  and  full  committee 
tomorrow,  are  expected  to  authorize  this  project. 

Let  me  explain  to  you  that  in  the  homeporting,  for  military  rea- 
sons, the  Federal  Government  is  dredging  an  area  to  bring  the  car- 
riers into  San  Diego  Harbor  and  to  concentrate  our  naval  facilities 
on  the  West  Coast  at  that  location.  Just  adjacent  to  where  we  are 
dredging,  there  is  the  Tenth  Street  commercial  terminal,  which  not 
only  has  immense  capability  of  being  the  nexus  between  Mexico 
and  the  Pacific  Rim  with  the  new  railroad  alignments  going  on  too, 
but  also  has  the  capacity  of  being  a  great  sealift  terminal  for  being 
able  to  respond  to  military  needs. 

The  frustration  is  we  are  this  close  from  being  able  to  get  a  ship 
from  the  deep  water  to  the  quay  wall.  And  what  this  project  does 
is  look  at  the  feasibility  of  finishing  off  that  few  hundred  yards  that 
will  be  able  to  make  that  connection. 

The  other  project  is  actually  one  that  is  a  spin-off  from  the  fact 
that  during  the  1930s  the  Federal  Government  signed  a  treaty  with 
Mexico  to  build  a  dam  in  Mexico  in  the  Tijuana  area,  and  with  that 
dam  the  sand  transport  was  restricted  and  the  literal  sale  of  the 
Silver  Strand/Coronado/Imperial  Beach  along  the  Mexico  border 
have  been  deprived  of  its  traditional  source  of  sand. 

There  was  a  request  for  $400,000,  was  the  original  request.  The 
House-passed  version  included  $300,000  but  in  conference  it  got 
lost.  We  would  like  that  money  reinstituted  so  that  this  issue  can 
be  addressed.  The  Federal  Government  cuts  deals  with  the  foreign 
governments  and  the  local  community  gets  impacted.  I  think  there 
is  some  responsibility  to  try  to  mitigate  it. 

Let  me  say  something  that  does  not  affect  my  district  directly 
but  actually  affects  a  lot  of  the  beaches  in  San  Diego,  which  is  $17 
million  to  take  the  homeporting  sand  and  to  transport  it  and  use 
it  for  usable — for  recreational  and  property  protection. 

Let  me  just  say  this,  Mr.  Chairman.  There  is  a  lot  of  talk  about 
recycling  in  todays  society.  But  you  listen  to  how  many  projects 
you  heard  discussed,  and  Mr.  Riggs  pointed  out  that  we  dredge 
sand,  transport  it  and  drop  it  off  into  deep  water  and  throw  it 
away.  And  maybe  because  I  am  half  of  the  surfing  caucus  and  I 
was  a  member  of  the  Council  of  Governments  it  just  infuriated  me 
as  somebody  who  grew  up  on  the  beach  and  watched  the  beach  ero- 
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sion.  The  Federal  Grovermnent  is  part  and  parcel  to  assist  them.  It 
is  easier  to  dump  your  sand  offshore  than  to  reuse  it.  So  what  we 
have  done  is  develop  a  system  of  prepermitting  so  that  the  sand 
instead  of  being  transported  offshore  is  actually  brought  into  the 
beaches,  dumped  right  off  the  surf  zone,  and  the  beaches  cleanse 
themselves. 

So  I  would  strongly  urge  that  you  consider  the  fact  from  now  on 
that  when  you  hear  of  these  dredging  projects,  you  say,  where  is 
the  sand  going  to  go,  has  it  been  tested  as  suitable,  and  if  it  is  suit- 
able for  a  beach,  you  not  only  have  a  right  but  you  have  a  respon- 
sibility to  make  sure  that  resource  is  utilized  appropriately,  and 
that  means  putting  it  back  on  the  beaches  where  it  can  protect 
properties  and  help  the  recreational  and  economic  stimulus. 

I  want  to  say  in  closing  that  as  somebody  who  has  been  involved 
in  clean  air,  there  are  two  things  that  are  important.  One  item  was 
the  energy  fusion  system.  I  think  a  lot  of  people  talk  about  fuel 
cells  and  they  forget  the  fact  that  it  takes  a  lot  of  electricity  to 
produce  the  hydrogen  that  is  going  to  be  the  fuel  for  our  great  tech- 
nology. We  are  looking  at  fuel  cells,  and  right  now  there  is  nothing 
on  the  horizon  except  fusion  that  has  the  capability  to  generate  the 
electricity.  As  an  ex-member  of  the  State  Air  Resources  Board,  I 
am  very  concerned  that  we  are  sort  of  missing  the  linkage  between 
a  lot  of  these  technologies  and  we  have  to  have  this  general  view. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  city  of  San  Diego  hopes  to  testify  before  you 
today  about  a  water  reclamation  project  that  they  are  trying  to  get 
fun^ng  for.  Let  me  remind  you  the  Federal  Grovernment  is  man- 
dating on  the  city  of  San  Diego  that  they  have  to  do  this  reclama- 
tion as  part  of  their  sewage  treatment  strategy,  and  we  passed  leg- 
islation here  by  an  overwhelming  majority  to  eliminate  this  man- 
date and  I  appreciate  the  support  you  gave  me  on  my  bill  on  that 
item  but  the  House  of  Lords,  the  Senate  is  still  dragging  this  thing 
out.  So  the  fact  is  as  long  as  the  Federal  Grovemment  has  placed 
24  obligations  on  the  people  of  San  Diego,  I  think  we  do  have  a  re- 
sponsibility to  try  to  meet  them  halfway,  and  until  such  time  as 
the  House  of  Lords  do  the  reasonable  thing  like  we  did  here  with 
bipartisan  support,  I  think  we  have  an  obligation  to  try  to  help  San 
Diego  address  this  mandate. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr,  RiGGS.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony,  Brian. 

Mr,  Myers.  Thank  you.  Congressman  Bilbray. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Very  well  put. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Bilbray  follows:] 
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Good  morning  Chairman  Myers  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  testify  in  support  of  several  projects  located  in  my  congressional  district 

The  first  project  I  would  like  to  discuss  is  a  reconnaissance  study  to  review  the  federal  role  in 
modifying  the  existing  federal  navigational  channel  at  San  Diego  Harbor,  California.  The 
proposed  modification  would  provide  additional  improvements,  including  deepening  existing 
channels  and  providing  access  to  existing  and  potential  new  facilities  being  considered  by  the  San 
Diego  Port  District.  The  funding  level  for  this  request  is  $300,000  for  Fiscal  Year  1997. 

Today,  the  Transportation  and  Infi-astructure  Water  Resources  and  Environment  Subcommittee  is 
scheduled  to  pass  a  resolution  to  authorize  this  project    The  resolution  is  expected  to  pass  the  full 
Transportation  and  Infi-astructure  Committee  on  Thursday,  March  7,  1996.  Therefore,  the 
project  is  expected  to  be  authorized  for  Fiscal  Year  1997 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  authorized  to  provide  the  existing  channel  depths  in  San  Diego 
Harbor  by  the  1 968  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act.  Since  then,  the  San  Diego  Unified  Port  Distrirt  has 
expanded  its  commercial  shipping  activities,  and  recent  developments  have  necessitated  increased 
depths  to  maintain  San  Diego's  position  in  the  maritime  economy 

The  US  Navy  is  currently  beginning  a  major  project  to  deepen  the  existing  main  navigation 
channel  fi-om  the  San  Diego  Harbor  entrance  to  North  Island  Naval  Air  Station,  a  distance  of 
about  6  miles    The  Port  Harbor  maintains  two  marine  terminals:  at  Tenth  Avenue,  an  additional 
1 .5  miles  fi-om  the  terminus  of  the  Navy  dredging  project,  and  at  National  City,  approximately  5 
miles  fl'om  the  Navy's  project. 

The  minimum  depth  maintained  in  the  existing  channel  ranges  fi-om  -42  feet  Mean  Low  Level 
Water  (MLLW)  at  the  harbor  entrance  to  -35  feet  near  National  City.  The  Navy  will  be 
deepening  its  portion  of  the  channel  to  -47  feet    The  Port  District  would  like  to  deepen  the 
remairung  portion  of  the  navigation  channel,  and  the  necessary  access  channels,  to  -45  feet.  This 
deepening  is  necessary  to  accommodate  the  larger  ships  anticipated  to  be  utilizing  the  marine 
terminals  in  the  future 
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The  Port  District  is  conducting  a  number  of  studies  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  improving  the 
port's  rail  and  dock  facilities  to  more  efficiently  accommodate  cargo    The  deeper  channel  will  be 
needed  to  allow  larger  ships  to  access  marine  terminals.  It  would  also  expand  the  potential  for  the 
District  to  attract  a  wider  range  of  cargo,  which  is  typically  carried  on  deeper  draft  vessels.  These 
vessels  are  also  more  efficient,  thus  reducing  adverse  environmental  impacts  and  shipping  costs. 

The  second  project  I  would  like  to  address  is  the  Silver  Strand  Shoreline  in  Imperial  Beach, 
California.  The  cities  along  the  Silver  Strand  have  expended  substantial  funds  to  try  to  protect 
their  coastal  resources  and  adjacent  developments.  However,  continued  erosion  has  resulted  in 
these  areas  being  more  vulnerable  to  damages  from  coastal  storms.  Imperial  Beach  has 
experienced  severe  damage  during  stonns  occurring  during  the  winter  of  1982-83  and  more 
recently,  January  1988,  which  resulted  in  these  areas  being  included  as  part  of  a  Federal 
Disaster  Aiiea  Declaration. 

In  FY  1996, 1  testified  in  support  of  $400,000  for  the  Silver  Strand  project.  The  FY  1996 
House-passed  version  of  the  Energy  and  Water  Appropriation  bill  included  $300,000, 
however,  it  was  eliminated  in  Conference.  The  FY  1997  request  is  $400,000  to  initiate  a 
General  Reevaluation  R^mit  for  Imperial  Beach.  A  reconnaissance  report  from  March  1993 
indicated  that  there  is  strong  federal  interest  in  a  shore  protection  project  to  reduce  potential 
storm  damages  to  shore  development  in  the  City  of  Imperial  Beach,  California.  The  study 
indicates  that  the  existing  protective  beach  is  severely  eroded  causing  about  90  residential  and 
commercial  structures  to  be  extremely  vulnerable  to  damages  from  coastal  storms.  Damages  from 
major  storm  events  are  expected  to  become  more  frequent  as  the  existing  beach  continues  to 
erode    Damages  associated  to  the  erosion  are  estimated  at  $8  million. 

There  is  an  existing  authorized  project  for  Imperial  Beach.  Construction  of  the  project  was 
terminated  as  a  result  of  a  court  iigunction  in  1985,  and  the  projea  has  been  deferred  at  the 
present  time    Based  on  the  reconnaissance  study  results,  it  is  considered  appropriate  to  proceed 
with  a  study  of  federal  improvements  at  Imperial  Beach  as  a  General  Reevaluation  Report  of  the 
authorized  project   The  cost  of  this  study  is  100%  federal  funds  up  front  but  the  study  costs 
would  be  added,  if  appropriate,  as  part  of  project  construction. 

A  third  item  1  would  like  to  mention  is  adequate  ftinding  for  the  Navy's  Homeporting  Project  for 
beach  replenishment    The  $17  million  needed  for  this  important  project  is  being  sought  through 
several  different  tracks    The  Administration  has  requested  that  FY  1996  funding  be 
reprogrammed  for  this  project  but,  to  date,  no  reprogramming  has  occurred.  Although  myself 
and  other  Members  of  the  San  Diego  delegation  will  be  seeking  fijnding  from  the  FY  1997 
Military  Construction  Appropriations  bill,  the  Energy  and  Water  Subcommittee's  support  of  this 
project  would  be  appreciated. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  discuss  Fiscal  Year  1997  funding  levels  for  the  Department  of  Energy's 
Fusion  Energy  Research  program.  As  you  know,  last  year's  energy  legislation  reduced  fiision 
funding  by  40%,  and  required  the  DoE  to  establish  a  Fusion  Energy  Advisory  Committee  (FEAC) 
to  reexamine  both  domestic  and  international  fiision  efforts,  and  make  recommendations  regarding 
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future  funding  levels    The  FEAC  recently  completed  its  task  and  reported  its  recommendations  to 
the  DoE  consisting  of  the  establishment  of  three  distinct  policy  goals  of  a  restructured  fusion 
energy  program.  These  goals  are  to  advance  plasma  research  in  pursuit  of  national  science  and 
technology  goals,  develop  fusion  science,  technology,  and  plasma  containment  innovations  as  the 
central  theme  of  a  domestic  program,  and  to  continue  to  pursue  energy  science  and  technology  as 
a  partner  in  the  international  effort 

FEAC  recommended  that  to  achieve  these  goals,  a  long  term  commitment  to  funding  at  the  $275 
million  level  would  be  required    I  understand  the  pressures  this  subcommittee  faces  in  meeting  its 
budget  target,  and  recognize  that  this  funding  request  is  larger  than  last  years  levels,  however,  this 
request  is  still  $95  million  less  than  FY  1995    At  this  point,  I  would  like  to  ask  for  unanimous 
consent  to  enter  into  the  record  a  copy  of  a  letter  recently  sent  to  Secretary  of  Energy  Hazel 
CLeary  and  the  Assistant  to  the  President  for  Science  and  Technology  John  H.  Gibbons   This 
letter  is  signed  by  49  of  my  colleagues  in  support  of  the  FEAC  recommended  funding  level. 

Thank  you  again.  Chairman  Myers  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to 
testify  before  you  today  on  these  vital  projects  for  San  Diego,  California  and  the  science 
community  at  large. 
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Consresisi  of  tfje  TBinititi  States; 

J^onst  of  i&epresientatibed 

Siasl)inston.  BC  20515 

February  15,  1996 


The  Honorable  Hazel  O'Leary 
Secretary  of  Energy 
Forrestal  Building 
1000  Independence  Ave  SW 
Washington,  DC  20585 

Dear  Secretary  O'Leary  and  Dr.  Gibbons: 


The  Honorable  John  H.  Gibbons 
Assistant  to  the  President  for 

Science  and  Technology 
Office  of  Science  and  Technology  Policy 
Old  Executive  Office  Building 
17th  St  and  Pennsylvania  Ave  NW 
Washington,  DC  20500 


We  are  writing  to  express  our  support  for  a  strong  U.S.  program  in  fusion  energy  science  and  technology. 
Specifically,  we  encourage  the  Administration  to  submit  to  Congress  a  recommendation  of  at  least  $275 
million  for  the  Dqjartment  of  Energy's  fusion  energy  program  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1997  budget. 

As  you  know,  the  Department  of  Energy's  Fusion  Advisory  Committee  (FEAC)  has  recently  completed  a 
re-examination  of  the  fusion  program.  The  FEAC  finds  that  cuts  in  the  FY  1996  fusion  budget  effectively 
end  U.S.  leadership  in  this  field  a  a  time  when  there  is  tremendous  progress  and  opportunity  in  fiision 
energy  research.  The  report  recommends  that,  by  restructuring  the  Department  of  Energy's  fusion 
program  and  providing  a  modest  increase  over  the  FY  1996  level,  we  can  maintain  our  research  strengAs    ■ 
and  thereby  ensure  our  nation's  active  participation  in  international  fiision  energy  development. 

TTie  FEAC  report  sets  three  policy  goals  for  restructuring  the  fusion  energy  program  which  we  believe 
Congress  will  support.  These  goals  are  to  advance  plasma  science  in  pursuit  of  national  science  and 
technology  goals;  to  develop  fiision  science,  technology  and  plasma  containment  innovations  as  the  central 
theme  of  the  domestic  program;  and  to  pursue  energy  science  and  technology  as  a  partner  in  the 
international  effort. 

Although  we  are  all  painfiilly  aware  of  the  severe  budgetary  constraints  facing  our  nation,  we  must  work 
to  ensure  that  the  U.S.  fiision  program  is  not  reduced  too  deeply  at  a  time  when  the  fusion  programs  of 
other  nations  are  growing  and  progress  in  fiision  science  and  technology  is  accelerating.  The  U.S.  must 
maintain  a  vital  and  competitive  presence  in  diis  most  fundamental  area  of  science  and  this  most  promising 
energy  technology. 

Finally,  we  want  to  be  clear  that  it  is  not  our  intent  that  other  basic  energy  and  science  programs  at  the 
Department  of  Energy  be  deprived  of  funding  to  ensure  necessary  funding  for  the  fusion  program. 
Perceived  competition  for  fiinding  between  science  programs  can  only  hun  the  strength  of  U.S.  science 
and  technology  initiatives. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration.   We  look  forward  to  the  Administration's  strong  support  of  a 
restructured  fiision  energy  sciences  program. 


Sincerely, 


'im  Rfii^mer    Mf"       ' 


Tim  Roemer,  MC 
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Page  Two 

Dr.  John  Gibbons 

Secretary  Hazel  O'Leary 


^^  jCi^Uu^ 


Ron  Packard,  MC 


cDermott,  MC 


nf-fu<..j^ 


Zac^Wamp,   MC  I 

Frank  Pallone,rr.,\lC  r-4-L 


Charlie  Norwood,  MC 


Rodney  P.  Frelinghuysen.  MC 
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Page  Three 

Dr.  John  Gibbons 

Secretary  Hazel  O'Leary 


iui^- 


lomas  M.  Davis,  MC 


CLfAe<u 


Calvin 


I^'tXL  Jja^^^t^ 


Bill  Baker,  MC 


Dick  Zinuner, 


Lindsey  O./Gtrah^m,  MC 


Bob  Flwrr,  MC 


b^JL^ 


Donald  M.  Payne,  MC  (/ 

Carlos  J.  Moort&d,  MC  / 


Rm 


bi— 


Jane  Harman,  MC 


^. 


'.:Z<?< 


Frank  Mascara,  MC 
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Page  Four 

Dr.  John  Gibbons 

Secretary  Hazel  O'Leaiy 


Richard  E.  Neal,  MC 


S.M?1S±, 


waiiam  J.  Martini,  MC 


fLLhL 


Robert  E.  Andrews,  HC 


C^^ 


llanlC.   Dtzon.  MC 


Marge  Rg^ema,  MC 


LcSv*^ 


•^ ,  nfaXituJi 


Robert  T.  Matsui,  MC 


/la^J^ 


CC:       Alice  Rivlin.  Director,  Office  of  Maiugement  and  Budget 
Leon  Panetta,  Chief  of  Staff.  President  of  the  United  Stales 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 
WITNESS 

HON.    FORTNEY    PETE    STARK,    A    REPRESENTATIVE    IN    CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Stark  follows:] 
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FORTNEY  PETE  STARK  commtttees 

THIRTEENTH  OeTRICT.  CAiJFORNm  WAYS  AND  MEANS 

CONGRESS  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  •^'"  economic 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHI^4GTC)N,  D.C.  20515 

STATEMENT  OF  CONGRESSMAN  PETE  STARK 

IN  SUPPORT  OF 
SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY'S  PRIORITY  FLOOD  CONTROL 

PROJECTS 


MARCH  6TH,  1996 


Almost  a  year  ago  today,  Santa  Clara  County  faced  the  most  extensive  flooding  the  area  has 
seen  in  the  last  four  decades.  200  to  300  houses  and  buildings  in  San  Jose  were  damaged  by 
the  flooding,  and  losses  were  estimated  at  more  than  $5  million. 

These  areas  wiU  remain  vulnerable  until  critical  flood  control  projects  and  studies  are 
completed  on  the  Guadalupe  River,  the  Coyote/Berryessa  Creeks,  the  Upper  Guadalupe 
River  and  the  Upper  Penniteruca  Creek.   Today,  some  of  my  colleagues  from  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  and  representatives  from  the  Santa  Clara  County  Water  District  will 
speak  before  the  Subcommittee  about  the  importance  of  fuUy  funding  these  four  projects 
within  the  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  bill  for  fiscal  year  1997.  Let  me  stress  that  I  am 
in  complete  agreement.   The  continued  fimding  of  these  four  flood  control  projects  is 
essential  to  the  health  and  safety  of  the  residents  of  Santa  Clara  County.  The  Subcommittee 
has  been  a  huge  help  in  appropriating  funds  to  the  projects  in  the  past.  I  hope  their  support 
can  continue  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

For  the  Guadalupe  River  Project,  $12.5  million  is  requested  to  continue  essential  construction 
work  critically  needed  to  protect  the  metropolitan  areas  of  San  Jose  and  Alviso  from  flooding. 
For  the  Coyote/Berryessa  Creeks  Projects,  $2.4  million  is  requested  to  complete  the  aitical 
work  being  done  on  Coyote  Creek  and  to  complete  the  preparation  and  design  work  for 
Berryessa  Creek.  Additionally,  in  response  to  the  high  flood  risk  both  the  Upper  Guadalupe 
River  and  the  Upper  Pennitenda  Creek  present  to  the  commuiuties  in  Santa  Clara  County, 
$580,000  has  been  requested  to  complete  the  feasibility  study  for  the  Upper  Guadalupe  River 
Project  and  $665,000  to  initiate  a  similar  study  for  the  Upper  Permitenica  Creek  Project. 

Funding  for  the  Guadalupe  River  Project,  the  Coyote/Berryessa  Creeks  Projects  and  the 
Upper  Guadalupe  River  feasibility  study  are  included  in  the  Admiiustration's  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1997. 

Again,  let  me  stress  how  important  these  key  flood  control  projects  are  to  the  health  and 
safety  of  the  residents  of  Santa  Clara  Covmty.  The  flooding  that  ravaged  Santa  Clara  County 
last  March  can  and  will  happen  imtil  these  flood  control  projects  are  completed  and  in  place. 
I  would  like  to  tharJc  the  Subcommittee  for  the  sbrong  support  they  have  given  our  flood 
control  requests  over  the  years  and  hope  they  can  do  the  same  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESSES 

HON.  RANDY  "DUKE"  CUNNINGHAM,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CON- 
GRESS FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

HON.  WIIXIAM  THOMAS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Cunningham  follows:] 
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RANDY  -DUKE-  CUNNINGHAM 


SECURfTY  COMMITTEE 


CHAIRMAN.  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  EARLY 
CHILDHOOD.  VOUTM.  AND  FAMIUES 


ASSISTANT  MAJORITY  V 


dongrtss  of  the  Bnitcd  States 

HlouBt  of  "Rcprcscntatiocs 
fDashington,  ©£  20515-0151 


Statement  by  Representative  Randy  "Duke"  Cunningham 
"California  Day"  Testimony 
March  6,  1996 
Mr.  Chairman: 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  given  the  opportunity  today  to  address  the  members  of  the 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development.  I  am  delighted  that  you  have 
taken  the  time  to  listen  to  the  special  needs  and  issues  of  concern  to  the  residents  of  San  Diego 
County.  I  would  like  to  take  a  few  moments  to  highlight  the  water  projects  that  are  underway  in 
my  congressional  district. 

The  San  Diego  Area  Water  Reclamation  Program 

The  San  Diego  Area  Water  Reclamation  Program  is  an  ambitious,  long-term  program 
intended  to  reduce  regional  reliance  on  imported  water  supplies.  In  fact,  approximately  98%  of 
San  Diego's  current  water  supply  is  imported  from  surrounding  areas.  Therefore,  I  am  pleased 
that  the  cities  of  San  Diego,  Escondido,  and  Poway  have  joined  together  to  produce  a  water 
reclamation  project  that  will  most  efficiently  utilize  existing  and  plarmed  water  reclamation 
facilities  and  resources. 

When  the  Program  is  completed  it  will  add  up  to  25  billion  gallons  einnually  to  the  San 
Diego  region's  local  water  supply.  An  area  of  more  than  700  square  miles  will  be  served, 
providing  enormous  economic  and  environmental  benefits  to  the  entire  area. 

The  capital  cost  of  the  San  Diego  Area  Water  Reclamation  Program  is  approximately 
$679  million.  Projected  cumulative  expenditures  through  FY97  total  $168  million.  These 
capital  costs  make  the  Program  a  heavy  financial  burden  on  local  agencies.  While  parts  of  the 
project  receive  low-interest  loans,  the  bulk  of  the  costs  will  be  charged  to  local  ratepayers. 
Therefore,  I  am  not  convinced  that  the  project  can  be  financed  solely  with  local  capital  resources. 
Realistically,  I  believe  that  federal  fimds  must  be  provided  to  ensure  for  the  proper  construction 
of  the  water  project  and  its  accompanying  benefits. 

The  overwhelming  support  at  the  local  level  has  convinced  me  that  cost  sharing  projects 
can  work  to  complete  much  needed  national  programs.  Perhaps  the  success  in  funding  efforts  in 
my  district  could  set  a  stetndard  for  other  states  whose  local  municipalities  are  less  inclined  to 
share  the  burden  in  an  effort  to  complete  a  program  of  benefit  to  its  state  and  its  citizens.  1  was 
encouraged  that  the  City  of  San  Diego  has  budgeted  millions  of  dollars  for  the  Reclamation 
Program  to  become  a  reality. 
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Escondido  Regional  Water  Reclamation  Program 

The  City  of  Escondido  has  received  Bureau  of  Reclamation  fiinding  for  its  water 
reclamation  program  for  the  last  three  fiscal  years.  In  FY94,  the  Escondido  Water  Reclamation 
Program  received  $400,000;  in  FY95,  as  part  of  the  larger  San  Diego  Water  Reclamation 
Program,  Escondido  received  a  total  of  $1 .355  million.  In  FY96,  as  part  of  the  larger  Program, 
they  will  be  funded  at  $1  million,  and  have  received  $465,000  thus  far. 

I  believe  that  additional  funds  should  be  allocated  for  the  Escondido  Water  Reclamation 
Program.  It  is  the  fmal  recommendation  of  the  California  Water  Commission  that  $18  million  be 
allocated  for  FY97  appropriations.  I  trust  the  recommendation  of  the  California  Water 
Commission  and  believe  that  they  are  committed  to  the  completion  of  cost-effective  water 
programs. 

Improvements  to  the  Reclamation  Program  include  two  major  projects.  One  is 
construction  of  an  1 8-million-gallon-per-day  water  reclamation  facility  at  Escondido's  existing 
secondary  treatment  facility,  the  Hale  Avenue  Resource  Recovery  Facility.  The  other  is  the 
construction  of  a  distribution  system  to  deliver  1  billion  gjillons  of  reclaimed  water  annually  to 
over  50  users  in  Escondido.  These  users  will  include  schools,  parks,  and  flower  and  plant 
nurseries  to  name  a  few. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that  the  City  of  San  Diego  is  undertaking  a  regional  water 
reclamation  program  which  will  ultimately  provide  over  8.6  billion  gallons  of  reclaimed  water 
annually  to  its  users.  Four  new  water  reclamation  plants  (one  in  northern  San  Diego,  one  in 
central  San  Diego,  and  two  in  southern  San  Diego  near  the  border  with  Mexico)  will  be  included 
in  the  new  regional  reclamation  program.  I  am  encouraged  that  the  water  reclamation  facilities 
will  service  commercial,  industrial,  and  residential  customers  through  a  complex  distribution 
network,  including  about  125  miles  of  pipeline.  The  construction  of  the  regional  water  facilities 
will  not  only  provide  initial  labor  for  area  residents,  but  will  provide  for  additional  high-paying, 
high-skilled  jobs  to  properly  maintain  and  operate  the  water  reclamation  sites.  It  is  also 
important  to  understand  that  the  development  of  a  reliable  local  water  supply  will  improve  the 
long-term  vitality  of  the  San  Diego  economy,  and  strengthen  the  region's  ability  to  attract  and 
preserve  employers  and  jobs. 

The  total  estimated  cost  of  the  San  Diego  Regional  Reclamation  Program  in  1996  dollars 
is  $679  million.  While  the  City  of  San  Diego  has  budgeted  for  this  program,  their  considerable 
efforts  have  fallen  short  of  the  mark.  Therefore,  I  ask  that  federal  funds  be  provided  to  help  in 
the  construction  of  this  much  needed  project. 
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U.S.  Navy's  Homeporting  Project 

I  would  also  li'ce  to  bring  your  attention  to  a  project  that  is  very  important  to  the  coastal 
cities  of  San  Diego  Covmty.  The  San  Diego  area  beach  replenishment  plan  developed  by  the  San 
Diego  Association  of  Gi-vemments  (SAhfDAG)  is  a  joint  federal,  state,  and  local  project.  The 
purpose  of  the  Program  i;  to  supplement  the  U.S.  Navy's  Homeporting  Project  to  restore  sand  to 
the  region's  badly  eroded  beaches.  The  Homeporting  Project  will  prepare  the  infrastructure  to 
accommodate  a  nuclear  aircraft  carrier  at  North  Island  Naval  Air  Station  starting  in  August  1998. 
The  dredged  sand  will  be  barged  to  and  then  deposited  at  strategic  locations  along  the  region's 
45-mile  shoreline  to  help  replenish  eroded  beaches  in  each  of  San  Diego  County's  coastal  cities. 

Replenishing  the  region's  beaches  and  protecting  its  sea  cliffs  would  preserve  and 
enhance  the  quality  of  life  in  San  Diego  County.  It  would  also  contribute  greatly  to  the  tourism 
industry  —  the  third  largest  contributor  to  the  local  economy.  It  is  anticipated  that  approximately 
7  million  cubic  yards  of  sand  will  be  available  to  complete  the  project.  The  sand  must  be  placed 
directly  on  the  beaches,  rather  than  offshore  to  ensure  that  the  beaches  are  indeed  replenished. 
This  year,  the  state  of  Cedifomia  has  committed  $4  million,  and  the  local  govenunents  have 
contributed  $10  million.  I  am  hopeful  that  the  project  will  go  through  with  the  help  of  federal 
fiinding. 

Again,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  your  attention  to  this  matter.  Today,  several 
officials  representing  cities  located  within  San  Diego  County,  and  the  state  of  California  will 
testify  on  behalf  of  these  meritorious  programs.  1  urge  the  Committee  to  consider  their 
testimony,  as  you  have  been  kind  enough  to  consider  mine. 
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CALIFORNIA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

AUDREY  Z.  TENNIS,  CHAIR,   CALIFORNIA  WATER  COMMISSION,  CO- 
CHAIR,  FEDERAL  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  RiGGS.  At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Fazio,  I  want 
to  call  forward  the  representatives  of  the  California  Water  Commis- 
sion, led  by  Audrey  Tennis. 

Audrey,  nice  to  have  you  back. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you.  Grood  morning. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  I  am  going  to  pass  the  gavel  to  the  Chairman  for  a 
moment  and  step  out  of  the  room,  but  we  want  to  keep  our  hearing 
going  so  I  will  return  very  shortly. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee,  Vic  Fazio  and  other  Califomians.  My  name  is  Audrey 
Tennis.  For  you,  Mr.  Myers,  I  want  you  to  know  I  am  a  farmer  too 
in  northern  California. 

Mr.  Myers  [presiding].  That  simplifies  everything. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Right.  But  I  am  also  a  co-chair  of  the  Federal  Appro- 
priations Committee  of  the  California  Water  Commission  and 
present  with  me  today  are  Dan  Kriege  and  Rikard  Sorensen. 

The  Commission  is  charged  by  statute  with  representing  the 
local  interests  before  your  committee.  We  have  coordinated  our 
presentations  with  those  to  be  given  by  local  agency  representa- 
tives. On  behalf  of  the  California  Water  Commission,  I  would  like 
to  express  our  sincere  thanks  for  all  the  help  you  have  given  us 
over  the  years  in  flood  control,  fisheries,  and  other  projects.  I  am 
privileged  to  submit  to  you  the  official  recommendations  of  the 
State  of  California  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
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The  Commission  would  like  you  to  know  it  supports  projects  as 
shown  on  the  document  attached  to  the  written  Commission  state- 
ment submitted  to  you.  That  document  entitled  California  Water 
Commission:  Final  Recommendations  for  Fiscal  Year  1997,  Federal 
Appropriations  for  California  Water,  Fishery  and  Flood  Control 
Projects,  contains  the  recommendations  adopted  by  the  Commission 
at  its  March  1,  1996,  meeting. 

We  have  prepared  our  testimony  with  the  best  information  we 
could  obtain;  however,  it  has  been  difficult  without  a  detailed  fiscal 
year  1997  President's  budget,  as  you  understand. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  apologize  for  that. 

Ms.  Tennis.  We  have  done  the  best  we  can  for  you. 

We  request  that  the  record  remain  open  until  the  detailed  fiscal 
year  1997  President's  budget  is  available  so  that  we  can  submit  an 
amended  statement  with  adjusted  figures,  depending  on  the  dollar 
amounts  in  the  President's  budget  for  the  respected  projects. 

Historically,  the  State  and  Federal  governments  have  worked  co- 
operatively on  cost-sharing  programs  with  the  funding  available  to 
them.  For  this  reason,  we  would  like  to  respond  to  the  language  in 
the  last  year's  committee  report  on  the  House  appropriations  bill 
which  suggested  that  Congress  would  not  appropriate  funds  for  the 
CVPIA  cost-shared  programs  until  California  contributed  $20  mil- 
lion for  the  Shasta  Dam  temperature  control  device. 
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California  has  expended  over  $6  million  on  CVPIA  cost-shared 
restoration  actions,  and  Governor  Wilson  supports  placing  a  bond 
measure  which  contains  $50  million  for  State  cost-sharing  on 
CVPIA  restoration  actions  before  the  State's  voters.  Furthermore, 
there  are  a  number  of  State-Federal,  programs  most  notably  in  the 
Bay  Delta,  where  State's  contributions  on  cost-shared  programs  are 
significantly  in  excess  of  Federal  contributions. 

In  addition,  the  Commission  would  like  to  express  its  concerns  to 
the  committee  regarding  the  competition  for  funding  between  tradi- 
tional Bureau  of  Reclamation  projects  and  environmental  restora- 
tion actions  and  the  large  impending  funding  increase  for  USBR  re- 
cycling water  programs.  It  is  important  that  we  support  funding  to 
maintain  the  Bureau's  existing  infrastructure  and  to  address  de- 
ferred maintenance  needs  and  to  carry  out  environmental  and  fish- 
ery restoration  measures  associated  with  these  projects. 

While  we  fully  support  local  agencies'  plans  to  carry  out  water 
recycling  programs,  they  are  extremely  expensive.  We  encourage 
the  committee  to  consider  how  these  programs  can  be  funded  in  a 
manner  that  is  equitable  to  the  Bureau's  existing  infrastructure. 

At  this  time  we  will  proceed  to  the  individuals  who  will  testify 
on  behalf  of  individual  projects,  and  we  have  asked  them  to  be  very 
brief,  and  I  remark  that  we  want  to  be  30  seconds  or  less,  and  we 
also  know  that  all  testimony  will  be  submitted  to  go  into  the  record 
and  thank  you  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Tennis  follows:] 
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Audrey  Z.  Tennis  -  Chico  CALIFORNIA  WATER  COMMISSION 

Before  the 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

By 

Audrey  Z.  Tennis,  Chair 

Federal  Appropriations  Committee 

California  Water  Commission 

March  6, 1996 

The  California  Water  Commission  Is  an  official  agency  of  the  State  of  California.  It  is  composed  of  nine 
representative  citizens  from  througliout  the  State.  The  Commission  Is  charged  by  statute  with  representing 
State  of  California  and  local  Interests  before  your  Committee.  The  Commission  Is  coordinating  the  filing  of 
the  statements  of  a  number  of  State  and  local  agencies.  On  behalf  of  the  California  Water  Commission,  I 
would  like  to  express  our  sincere  appreciation  for  the  support  this  Committee  has  given  California  water, 
fishery  and  flood  control  appropriations  over  the  years.  I  am  privileged  to  appear  before  you  with  the 
official  recommendations  of  the  State  of  California  for  Fiscal  Year  1997  appropriations. 

I  would  first  like  to  make  a  few  general  comments: 

We  have  prepared  our  testimony  with  the  best  Information  we  could  obtain;  however.  It  has  been  difficult 
without  a  detailed  Fiscal  Year  97  President's  Budget.  We  request  that  the  record  remain  open  until  the 
detailed  Fiscal  Year  97  President's  Budget  Is  available  so  that  we  can  submit  an  amended  statement  with 
adjusted  figures,  depending  on  the  dollar  amounts  In  the  President's  Budget  for  the  respective  projects. 

Historically,  the  State  and  Federal  governments  have  worked  cooperatively  on  cost-shared  programs  with  the 
funding  available  to  them.  For  this  reason,  we  would  like  to  respond  to  the  language  in  last  year's  Committee 
Report  on  the  House  appropriations  bill  which  suggested  that  Congress  would  not  appropriate  funds  for  cost- 
shared  programs  until  California  contributed  $20  million  for  the  Shasta  Dam  temperature  control  device. 
California  has  expended  over  $6  million  on  cost-shared  restoration  actions,  and  the  Governor  supports  placing 
a  bond  measure  which  contains  $50  million  for  State  cost-sharing  on  restoration  actions  before  the  state's 
voters.  Furthermore,  there  are  a  number  of  state- federal  programs  —  most  notably  in  the  Bay-Delta  —  where 
State  contributions  on  cost-shared  programs  are  significantly  In  excess  of  federal  contributions. 

The  Commission  would  like  you  to  to  know  that  it  supports  projects  as  shown  on  the  attached  document 
entitled,  California  Water  Commission  -  Final  Recommendations  for  Fiscal  Year  1997  Federal 
Appropriations  for  California  Water,  Fishery  and  Flood  Control  Projects,  March  I,  1996.  That  document 
contains  recommendations  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  March  1,  1996. 

SPECIAL  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  FUNDS.  The  Commission  recommends  funds  be  appropriated 
for  several  projects  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  which  are  summarized  in  the  following  table.  Brief  comments  on  the  need  for  the  fiindlng 
level  follow  the  table. 
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U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 


CWC                                 Project 
No.                                    and  County 

Projected 

Funding  Needs 

FY  1997 

CWC  Final 

Recommendation 

FY  1997 

Page 

No. 

General  Investigations  -  Surveys 
1 12    Sacramento  River  and  Tributaries  Watershed  Management  Study 

$   400,000 

$   400,000 

3 

121    Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  Investigation 

600,000 

600,000 

3 

135    Arroyo  Pasajero  (Fresno)  [Also  see  CWC  660A,  USER) 

950,000 

950,000 

4 

139    Tule  River  (Tulare) 

200,000 

200,000 

5 

freconstruction  Engineering  and  Design 

201    American  River  Watershed 

3,500,000 

3,500,000 

5 

238A  Kaweah  River  (Tulare) 

600,000 

1,300,000 

6 

238B  Kaweah  River  -  Seismic 

- 

1,000,000 

6 

Construction  -  General 

302    Sacramento  River  Restoration  (Glenn)  [Also  see  CWC  622,  USER] 

300,000 

1,000,000 

7 

38 1     Los  Angeles  County  Drainage  Area  Project 

15,000,000 

50,000,000 

7 

U.S.  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 


CWC                                Project 
^0.                                   and  County 

bstimated 

Funding  Level 

FY  1997 

CWC  Final 

Recommendation 

FY  1997 

Page 
No. 

General  Investigations  (Mid-Pacinc  Region) 

54 1     California  Water  Augmentation  Program 

300,000 

300,000 

8 

Construction  Projects  (Mid-Pacific  Region) 
Shasta  Division 

6 1 1     Temperanire  Control  Device 
Shasta  Dam 

Federal 
Restoration 
NonFed 
Total 

0 
3,470,000 

0, 
3,470,000 

0 

3,470,000 

0 

3,470,000 

8 

6 1 2    Coleman  National  Fish  Hatchery  Modification 

Restoration 

2,000,000 

2,000,000 

8 

Sacramento  River  Division 

62 1     Winter-Run  Chinook  Salmon  Captive  Eroodstock  Program 

0 

400,000 

9 

624    Red  Bluff  Diversion  Dam  Fish  Passage  Program 

500,000 

500,000 

9 

626    Red  Bluff  Diversion  Dam  Demonstration  Research 
Facility  Evaluation 

1,500,000 

1,500,000 

9 

622    Hamilton  City  Pumping  Plant  Fish  Facility  (Glenn) 
(Also  see  CWC  302,  Corps) 

3,000,000 

4,300,000 

7 

Delta  Division 

646    Rock  Slough  Fish  Screen  (Contra  Costa) 

0 

1,500,000* 

9 

San  Luis  Unit -CVP 
S60A  Arroyo  Pasjero  Studies  (Also  see  CWC  135  -  Corps) 

500,000 

870,000 

4 

PL  1 02-575  Water  Recvclini;  Projects 

(See  comments) 

10 

(Lower  Colorado  and  Mid-Pacific  Regions) 

Page  2 
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U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

Project 

hstimaled 
Project 
Costs 

Actual 

Costs  Through 

9/30/95 

CWL  Final 

Recommendalion 

FY  1996 

Allowance 
FY  1996 

frojected 

Funding  Need 

FY  1997 

CWC  Fiehmmaiy 

Recommendation 

FY  1997 

1 1 2     Sacramento  River  Watershed 
Management  Study 

Federal            2,000,000 
NonFed           I.299.W9 
Total                3,200.000 

800,000 

4r 0,000 

400,000 

CWC  112  -  Sacramento  River  and  Tributaries  Watershed  Management  Study.  The  Sacramento  River 
Flood  Control  Project,  authorized  by  Congress  in  1 9 1 7,  is  located  on  the  Sacramento  River  and  tributaries 
in  northern  California.  The  project  provides  flood  protection  to  most  of  the  metropolitan  areas  located  in 
the  greater  Sacramento  Valley,  including  the  State  capital  in  Sacramento.  Over  the  years,  society's  values, 
uses,  restrictions,  and  demands  on  the  flood  control  project  and  rivers  encompassed  by  the  Project  have 
changed  significantly.  Today,  society  is  demanding  not  only  protection  from  flooding,  but  also  recreational 
opportunities,  enhancement  of  the  environment  and  ecosystem,  and  economic  growth  of  local  communities. 
To  meet  these  and  other  needs  along  the  river,  individual  and  separate  activities  are  using  the  same  base 
assumption,  which  is  to  develop  their  specific  project  or  program  around  the  flood  control  project,  as  it 
presently  exists.  This  base  assumption  with  a  fact  that  some  activities  are  perceived  as  conflicting  or 
competing  has  placed  a  number  of  activities  along  the  river  at  impasse. 

This  creates  a  need  to  develop  and  implement  a  comprehensive  management  plan  that  considers  flood  control 
project  modification  or  reconfiguration  and  would  assist  in  coordinating  all  the  activities  related  to  flood 
control.  This  plan  would  help  assure  continued  viability  of  the  Sacramento  River  Flood  Control  Project  and 
the  river  system  for  future  generations.  This  plan  would  be  studied  and  developed  while  existing  public 
safety  activities  continue.  Once  the  plan  is  ready  for  implementation,  a  transition  process  will  occur  to 
implement  the  comprehensive  plan  and  terminate  or  merge  existing  program  activities. 

The  study  area  comprises  the  Sacramento  River  and  Tributaries  north  from  Collinsville  to  Red  Bluff  and 
includes  portions  of  Solano,  Yolo,  Sacramento,  Sutter,  Colusa,  Butte,  Glenn  and  Tehama  Counties.  The 
main  communities  are  Rio  Vista,  Sacramento,  Knights  Landing,  MarysvilleA'uba  City,  Colusa  and  Red 
Bluff.  The  study  encompasses  the  limits  of  two  ongoing  projects,  the  Sacramento  River  Flood  Control 
Project  and  the  Sacramento  River  Bank  Protection  Project,  and  also  includes  the  area  within  the 
Sacramento  River,  Chico  Landing  to  Red  Bluff  project. 

tstimaled Xciual CWC  Fmal lenutivc  Work Projected CWC  Prelimina 

Project  Project  Costs  Through        Recommendation  Allowance  Fundmg  Need     Recommendalia 

CosU 9/30/95    FY  1996 FY  1996 FY  1997 FY  1997 

Sacnunento-San  Joaquin  Delta  Federal  5,940,000  3.955,000  800,000  543,000  600,000  600,000 

Investigation  NonFed  2.975000 

Total  8.915.000 

CWC  121  -  Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  Investigation  -  The  study  area  is  located  in  Sacramento, 
San  Joaquin  and  Contra  Costa  Counties  and  extends  from  Walnut  Grove  south  to  Tracy  and  from  the  city 
of  Stockton  west  to  Suisun  Bay.  The  area  within  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  consists  of  about 
700,000  acres  of  land  segregated  into  some  100  tracts  and  islands,  bounded  by  interconnecting 
waterways  and  surrounded  by  1,100  miles  of  levees  which  normally  prevent  the  lands  from  being 
inundated  by  high  tides  or  high  river  stages.  However,  flood  protection  is  inadequate  for  the  islands  and 
tracts  within  the  study  area.  Over  140  levee  failures  have  occurred  in  the  Delta  since  1900.  About  30  of 
these  failures  have  occurred  since  1980.  Lands  within  these  levees  are  among  the  most  productive 
agricultural  lands  in  the  State,  and  failures  due  to  levee  instability  are  becoming  more  prevalent.  The 
major  reasons  for  this  instability  are  the  subsidence  of  island  interiors  and  poor  foundation  conditions  of 
existing  levees. 
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Federal 
NonFed 
Tolal 

3,665.000 

i.mm 

6.465,000 

1.577.000 

USBR 
Corps 
NonFed 

1. 151.000 

236.000 

Tolal 

4.666.000 
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Also,  water  quality  degradation  occurs  due  to  saltwater  intrusion  resulting  from  levee  failures.  Damages 
from  levee  failures  and  costs  associated  with  maintenance  work  are  increasing.  The  most  recent  levee 
failures  in  the  study  area  were  in  February  1986,  which  caused  damages  estimated  at  $17  million.  The 
purpose  of  the  study  is  to  determine  viable  improvements  for  flood  control,  salinity  intrusion  caused  by 
levee  failures,  navigation,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  long-term  management  of  the  complex 
island/waterway  network  in  the  Delta.  The  State  of  California,  the  local  sponsor,  signed  the  Feasibility 
Cost  Sharing  Agreement  in  August  1991 .  The  State  and  the  Corps  are  conducting  the  cost-shared  special 
study  with  the  goal  of  producing  a  regional  planning  report  for  flood  control,  environmental,  restoration 
and  navigation. 

Estimaled  Actual  CWC  Final  Tentative  Work  Ptojecled         CWC  Preliminaiy 

CWC  Project  Project  Costs  Through        Recommendation  Allowance  Funding  Need     Recommendation 

No. Costs 9/30/95 FY  1996 FY  1996 FY  1997 FY  1997 

135     San  Joaquin  River  Basin. 
Corps      Arroyo  Pasajero  (Fresno) 

(Also  see  CWC  660A  -  USBR) 

660A  Arroyo  Pasajero  Studies 
USBR       (Also  see  CWC  I3S- Corps) 

CWC  135  (Corps)  -  Arroyo  Pasajero.  In  the  1960s,  in  cooperation  with  the  California  Department  of  Water 
Resources  (DWR),  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (USBR)  designed  and  constructed  a  1 00-mile-long  reach  of 
the  California  Aqueduct  called  the  San  Luis  Canal  to  convey  municipal  and  agricultural  water  to  California  water 
users.  The  San  Liiis  Canal  is  part  of  the  "joint-use  facilities"  along  the  westside  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  which 
are  operated  by  DWR.  Design,  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  costs  for  this  project  are  shared 
(DWR  55%  and  USBR  45%). 

The  Canal  crosses  an  alluvial  fan  deposited  from  a  natural  drainage  channel  called  Arroyo  Pasajero.  By  original 
design,  these  flows  were  to  be  temporarily  stored  in  a  ponding  basin  upstream  on  the  western  side  of  the  Canal 
and  periodically  discharged  into  the  Canal  through  twelve  inlet  gates  when  necessary.  Provisions  were  made  also 
to  pass  runoff  beneath  the  Canal  to  the  east  side  through  a  gated  evacuation  culvert.  Operational  experience 
shows  that  floodflow  volume  and  sediment  load  are  much  greater  and  more  threatening  to  the  Canal  than 
designers  had  originally  anticipated.  Revised  hydrology  calculations  now  show  that  Arroyo  floodflows  present  a 
significant  threat  to  Aqueduct  integrity,  and  could  result  in  a  canal  failure,  disrupting  the  water  supply  to  millions 
of  people  in  Southern  California  and  to  agricultural  water  supply  to  the  southern  San  Joaquin  Valley.  Asbestos 
content  of  the  sediment  is  an  additional  serious  concern. 

Severe  flooding  was  experienced  at  the  Arroyo  during  the  winter  of  1994-95.  On  March  10,  1995  a  section  of 
Interstate  5  collapsed  when  floodflows  raced  down  the  Arroyo.  Seven  people  lost  their  lives  and  there  was 
significant  property  damage.  Flood  damage  claims  filed  by  adjoining  private  landowners  against  USBR  and 
DWR  have  exceeded  $10  million  from  this  one  flood  season  alone.  Damage  to  canal  lining  from  the  flooding 
was  repaired  under  an  emergency  construction  contract,  and  aqueduct  facilities  were  unavailable  for  water 
service  until  the  repairs  were  made.  Arroyo  flooding  also  closed  Highway  269,  isolating  the  community  of 
Huron.  DWR  is  taking  the  lead  in  a  multi-agency  group  formed  as  a  result  of  this  most  recent  flooding  to 
investigate  the  solutions  to  the  various  problems  in  this  area,  and  develop  broad-based  support  for  the 
implementation  of  flood  control  measures  on  the  Arroyo  Pasajero  and  neighboring  streams. 

CWC  660A  (USBR)  -  Arroyo  Pasajero  -  The  USBR  participation  in  DWR's  Arroyo  Pasajero  program,  pursuant 
to  the  JOA,  includes  three  basic  categories  of  study.  These  are  Arroyo  Pasajero  Joint  Corps/DWR  feasibility 
study,  Westside  Streams  drainage  studies  (all  Diablo  Range  cross-drainage  except  Arroyo  Pasajero),  and  ongoing 
data  gathering  and  flood  control  planning  for  the  Arroyo  Pasajero  which  is  not  contractually  part  of  the  Corps 
study.  The  USBR  continues  as  a  45%  cost  sharing  partner  to  DWR  on  the  Corps  Arroyo  Pasajero  feasibility 
study. 


Page  4 
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CWC                Project 
No. 

Projea 
Costs 

Actual 

Costs  Tlirough 

9/30«5 

CWC  Final 
FY  199* 

Tentative  Work 
Allowance 
FY  199* 

Funding  Need 
FY  1997 

CWC  Pieliminaiy 
FY  1997 

1 39     Safi  Joiquin  River  Basin, 
Tule  River 

Fedenl           1.444.000 
NonFed           1.129.000 
Toul               2.573.000 

844.000 

200.000 

Ut.OOO 

200.000 

200.000 

CWC  139  -  Tule  River.  Success  Dam  and  Lake,  on  the  Tule  River,  is  located  in  the  southern  San  Joaquin 
Valley,  about  6  miles  east  of  the  town  of  Porterville.  Success  Dam,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944, 
was  constructed  by  the  Corps  and  is  operated  for  flood  control  and  storage  of  irrigation  water.  The  project 
consists  of  a  142-foot  high,  earthfill  dam,  creating  a  reservoir  with  a  storage  capacity  of  85,000  acre-feet 

Feasibility  studies  investigated  raising  and  widening  the  spillway  by  1 0-feet  and  100-feet,  respectively,  to  increase 
storage  by  28,000  acre-feet  for  flood  control  and  irrigation  water  supply.  Based  on  feasibility  studies  completed 
to  date  and  1983  Dam  Safety  Assurance  Program  evaluation,  the  proposed  enlargement  of  Success  Dam  would 
require  a  seismic  stability  buttress  added  to  the  upstream  face  of  the  dam,  which  results  in  an  economically 
infeasible  study.  The  local  sponsor  believes  the  10- foot  rise  in  the  gross  pool  will  not  affect  the  safety  of  the 
structure.  In  May  1 992,  the  Corps  and  local  sponsor  agreed  to  issue  an  interim  report  and  suspend  the  Tule  River 
feasibility  studies  pending  further  seismic  analyses  of  the  dam.  A  technical  review  conference  was  held  in  June 
1992  which  resulted  in  the  initiation  of  a  post-earthquake  stability  analysis  to  verify  dam  safety  conditions.  This 
analysis  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  June  1996. 

A  meeting  between  the  local  sponsor  and  the  District  Corps  staff  regarding  an  amendment  of  the  Feasibility  Cost 
Sharing  Agreement  was  conducted  on  January  12  and  13,  1995.  During  that  meeting  the  Corps  District  staff 
agreed  to  obtain  clarification  of  the  need  for  the  extensive  rewrite  of  the  1992  Interim  Report  and  particularly  the 
need  for  risk-based  analysis,  reformulation  of  alternative  plans  of  enlargement  for  selection  of  a  National 
Economic  Development  plan  (federally  recommended  plan),  additional  detailed  economic  studies,  Micro- 
Computer  Aided  Cost  Estimating  System  cost  estimate  and  determination  of  the  environmental  impacts  and 
mitigation  of  only  the  area  of  reservoir  enlargement  instead  of  the  entire  Tule  River  downstream  service  area. 


Estimated 

Actual 

CWC  Final 

Tentative  Work 

Projected 

CWC  Pitliminary 

Project 

Project 

Costs  Through 

Recommendation 

Allowance 

Funding  Need 

Recommendation 

Costs 

mow 

FY  1996 

FY  1996 

FY  1997 

FY  1997 

201 

American  River  Watershed 

Federal          19.200.000 
NonFed                       ,0 
Total             19.200.000 

12.742.000 

3,000.000 

2423.000 

3.500.000 

3.500.000 

CWC  201  -  American  River  Watershed.   The  Reclamation  Board  and  Sacramento  Area  Flood 
Control  Agency  are  seeking  federal  authorization  of  a  Flood  Detention  Dam  near  Auburn  to  protect 
Sacramento  from  a  devastating  flood  from  the  American  River. 

When  Folsom  Dam  was  constructed  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  1950s,  it  was  believed  to 
provide  approximately  250-year  flood  protection  for  the  Sacramento  area.  Just  ten  years  ago,  rainstorms  in 
the  watershed  almost  caused  a  flood  of  disastrous  proportions.  The  1986  storm,  in  conjunction  with  other 
large  storms  which  had  occurred  over  the  previous  25  years,  changed  the  hydrologic  understanding  of  the 
basin.  Reevaluations  of  hydrologic  conditions  within  the  watershed  have  now  documented  that  Folsom 
Reservoir  and  the  downstream  levee  system  provide  only  an  80-year  level  of  flood  protection. 

Catastrophic  loss  of  life  and  billions  in  property  damage  in  the  Sacramento  area  would  result  from  American 
River  levee  failure.  The  area  lying  below  the  levees  covers  over  100,000  acres  and  consists  of  more  than 
160,000  homes  and  structures,  400,000  residents  and  $37  billion  in  developed  property.  If  floodflows  in  the 
American  River  were  to  overtop  a  levee  in  the  Sacramento  area,  the  results  would  be  devastating.  Economic 
damage  estimates  range  from  $7  to  $16  billion,  with  depths  of  flooding  up  to  20  feet. 

The  realization  of  the  high  flood  risk  and  the  disastrous  consequences  of  a  levee  failure  prompted  local. 
State  and  federal  agencies  to  study  the  problem  and  to  make  plans  to  significantly  increase  Sacramento's 
level  of  flood  protection.  Following  the  February  1986  floods,  a  series  of  studies  was  conducted  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  in  cooperation  with  the  Board  and  SAFCA.  They  were  designed  to  define  the  flood 
risks  to  the  Sacramento  area,  identify  potential  flood  control  measures,  describe  the  most  feasible  ones  in 
detail,  and  defme  and  present  a  flood  control  plan  for  the  area. 
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The  study  sequence  included  a  review  of  hydrologic  data  (1987),  a  Feasibility  Study  (1988-1991),  and  a 
Supplemental  Information  Report  (1992-1996).  The  SIR  was  prepared  to  answer  questions  raised  by 
Congress  during  the  1992  authorization  process,  and  reflects  information  and  comments  from  extensive 
review  by  both  the  public  and  government  agencies. 

The  Corps'  economic  analyses  show  that  the  Detention  Dam  Plan  yields  the  maximum  net  economic 
benefit  of  all  alternatives.  It  consequently  was  designated  by  the  Corps  as  the  National  Economic 
Development  plan.  The  nonfederal  cost-sharing  sponsors  (the  SAFCA  Board  and  The  Reclamation 
Board)  have  likewise  identified  the  Detention  Dam  Plan  as  the  locally  preferred  plan,  because: 

•  The  Detention  Dam  Plan  significantly  reduces  the  flood  risk  in  Sacramento  to  a  level  commensurate 
with  other  large  cities  such  as  St.  Louis  and  Kansas  City. 

•  It  is  the  most  cost  effective  and  provides  the  highest  level  of  economic  benefit; 

•  It  can  pass  the  Standard  Project  Flood  (recognized  as  the  standard  for  protection  of  urban  areas, 
approximately  a  225-year  event  on  the  American  River)  with  about  95  percent  reliability. 

•  It  provides  a  high  level  of  protection  without  additional  dependence  on  the  levee  system,  and  thus  is 
considered  the  safest  and  most  reliable  of  the  three  alternatives. 

The  local  sponsors  are  seeking  federal  authorization  of  the  Detention  Dam  Plan  in  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1996  with  possible  inclusion  in  the  President's  1997  budget.  The  Director  of  the 
Department  of  Water  Resources  has  indicated  State  support  for  the  project  before  the  congressional 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure  on  February  28,  1996. 

Eslimued  Actual  CWC  Final  Tcnialive  Work  Projected         CWC  Prcliminaiy 

CWC  Project  Project  Costs  Through        Recominendalion  Allowance  Funding  Need     Recommendation 

No Costs 9/30/95 FY  1996 FY  1996 FY  1997 FY  1997 

238A  Kaweah  River  (Tulare)  Federal  3,900,000  0  500.000  148,000  600,000  UOO.OOO 

NonFed  0 

Total  3,900,000 

238B  Kaweah  River  (Seismic)  1.000.000 

CWC  238  -  Kaweah  River  -  Terminus  Dam  was  authorized  by  the  1944  Flood  Control  Act 
and  was  constructed  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  1962.  The  150,000  acre-feet 
project  was  designed  to  provide  a  60-year  level  of  flood  protection  downstream  of  the  dam. 
However,  revised  hydrologic  information  shows  that  the  existing  project  provides  only  about  a 
46-year  level  of  protection. 

Flooding  downstream  of  the  dam  occurs  when  flows  from  individual  creeks  blend  together  and 
form  sheet  flow  through  urban  and  agricultural  areas.  Included  in  the  flooded  area  are  the 
communities  of  Visalia,  Farmersville,  Tulare,  Ivanhoe,  and  Goshen.  Since  construction  of 
Terminus  Dam,  damaging  floods  have  occurred  in  many  years,  including  1966,  1969,  1978, 
1980,  1982,  1983,  and  1986.  Downstream  communities  and  areas  adjacent  to  the  flood  plain  are 
at  risk  of  fiature  flooding. 

Initially,  a  variety  of  alternatives  was  evaluated,  including  alternative  storage  sites,  detention 
basins,  construction  alternatives,  and  nonstructural  measures.  Based  on  technical,  economic,  and 
environmental  criteria,  the  only  feasible  alternative  is  to  raise  the  spillway  21  feet.  All  the  other 
alternatives  were  eliminated  because  (1)  they  failed  to  meet  the  project  flood  control  or  water 
supply  goals,  (2)  the  costs  exceeded  the  benefits,  or  (3)  the  associated  environmental  impacts 
were  excessive. 

The  Corps'  recommended  project  alternative  (NED  Plan)  includes  raising  the  elevation  of  the 
existing  Terminus  Dam  spillway  from  694  feet  mean  sea  level  (M.S.L.)  to  715  feet  M.S.L.. 
Reservoir  storage  capacity  would  be  increased  42,600  acre-feet,  and  reservoir  surface  area  from 
1,913  acres  to  2,156  acres.  The  existing  spillway  would  also  be  widened  from  307  to  455  feet  in 
order  to  avoid  raising  the  crest  of  the  dam  at  the  increased  gross  pool  level. 
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CWC                 Prttjeo 

No. 

Esiifflalcd 
Projco 
Cosa 

Actual 

Costs  71inii(li 

9/3*95 

CWC  Final 
FY  1996 

Tentative  Week 
Allowance 
FY  1996 

Projected 

Funding  Need 

FY  1997 

CWC  Prelfaninsy 

Rjcowunctwinion 

FY  1997 

302     Sjcramenio  River  Resumioa  tl 
Glenn-Colusi  Implioa  Diarict 
(Glenn) 

623     Hamillon  City  Pumping  Plant 
Fish  Facility  (Glenn) 

Federal 
NoflFed 
Total 

Fedcill 
NonFed 
Total 

10.630,000 

14,200.000 

37JI5.000 

0 

37415.000 

2493,000 
2.662J70 

300,000 
3,000,000 

300.000 
3,000,000 

300,000 
3,000,000 

1,000,000 
4300,000 

CWC  302  -  (Corps)  Sacramento  River  Restoration  at  Glenn-Colusa  Irrigation  District  and 
CWC  622  -  (USBR)  Hamilton  City  Pumping  Plant  Fish  Facility  The  Reclamation  Board, 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  the  Glenn-Colusa  Irrigation  District  are  proceeding  with  cost- 
shared  environmental  documentation  for  the  restoration  of  the  Sacramento  River  hydraulic 
gradient  and  restoration  or  replacement  of  the  fish  screens.  The  Congress  has  provided  funds  and 
directed  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  restore  a  portion  of  the  river  to  its  original  configuration  so 
that  water  supply  and  fish  protection  facilities  can  continue  to  operate. 

An  FY95  appropriation  of  $400,000  has  allowed  the  Corps  to  participate  in  physical  hydraulic 
modeling,  to  continue  post-design  activities  following  completion  of  the  design  report,  to 
accomplish  necessary  environmental  documentation  of  the  final  design,  and  to  prepare  plans  and 
specifications  for  construction.  It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Committee  report  accompanying 
the  House  appropriations  bill  directed  that  costs  incurred  for  the  interim  screening  measure  be 
included  as  part  of  state-federal  cost-sharing. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  will  become  the  State  lead  agency 
as  soon  as  the  Draft  Feasibility  Study  EIR/EIS  is  complete  in  1996. 


Project 

Eslinuied 
Project 
Costs 

Actual 

Costs  Through 

9/30/95 

CWC  Final 

Recommendation 

FY  1996 

Tentative  Work 
Allowance 
FY  1996 

Projected 

Funding  Need 

FY  1997 

CWC  Pitliminaiy 

Recommendation 

FY  1997 

381 

Los  Angeles  County  Drainage  Alta 
Project 

Federal        204.000.000 
NonFed       IflLfifiSLSSO 
Total           312.000.000 

10.450.000 

IU67.000 

10.424.000 

15.000.000 

50.000.000 

CWC  381  -  Los  Angeles  County  Drainage  Area  Project.  According  to  the  prepared  statement 
received,  the  LACDA  Alliance,  a  coalition  of  seven  cities  in  the  Los  Angeles  and  Rio  Hondo 
River  floodplains  (Bellflower,  Carson,  Downey,  Lakewood,  Paramount,  Pico  Rivera  and  South 
Gate),  join  the  County  of  Los  Angeles  in  seeking  fiinding  for  an  accelerated  construction 
Schedule.  According  to  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  the  LACDA  Project,  estimated  to  cost  $3 1 2 
million,  was  authorized  by  Congress  in  1992  and  received  a  Record  of  Decision  to  proceed  from 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  1995.  This  is  estimated  to  be  a  seven-year  project. 

This  project  will  alleviate  flooding  by  increasing  the  capacity  of  the  lower  Los  Angeles  River, 
Rio  Hondo  Channel  and  Compton  Creek.  The  project  will  eliminate  an  estimated  $2.3  billion  in 
damages  fi-om  a  100-year  storm  for  over  500,000  people  living  in  the  flood  plain. 

The  first  construction  contract  was  awarded  in  FFY  95.  The  current  FFY  has  an  estimated  $10.4 
million  budgeted.  Two  construction  contracts  are  expected  to  be  awarded  this  current  fiscal  year. 
Design  is  underway  to  support  expenditure  of  $50  million  in  FY  97. 
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Estimated 
'■•"C                Project                                               Project 
Costs 

Actual 
Costs  Through 
9/30/95 

CWC  Final 

Recorrunendaiion 

FY  1996 

Tentative  Work 

Allowance 

FY  1996 

Estimated 

Funding  Level 

FY  1997 

CWC  Preliminary 

Recommendation 

FY  1997 

541     California  Water  Augmentation  Program    Federal               850,000 

0 

0 

0 

300,000 

300,000 

CWC  541  -California  Water  Augmentation  Program  -  The  purpose  of  the  study  would  be  to 
present  opportunities  for  addressing  California's  water  related  resource  needs  by  optimizing 
benefits  from  existing  state  and  federal  facilities,  improving  water  management  practices 
(demand  reduction,  water  conservation,  etc.)  and  augmenting  existing  supplies.  A  review  would 
be  conducted  of  CVP,  SWP  and  related  water  resource  projects,  and  State. 


CWC                 Project 
No 

Estimated 
Project 
Costs 

Actual 
Costs  Through 
9/30/95 

CWC  Final 

Recommendation 

FY  1996 

Tentative  Work 

Allowance 

FY  1996 

Estimated 

Funding  Level 

FY  1997 

CWC  Preliminary 

Recommendation 

FY  1997 

610  ShasU  Division 

6 1 1  Temperature  Control  Device  • 
Shasta  Dam 

Federal          72.963,000 
Restoration      7,039,000 
NonFed                         0 
Total             80,000,000 

24J26,46« 

8J49.777 

0 

549,000 

11,281,000 

9 

11,830,000 

21,019.000 

16,961,000 

0 

0 

3.470.000 

9 

3.470.000 

0 
3.470,000 

1 
3.470.000 

CWC  611  -Temperature  Control  Device  -  Shasta  Dam.-A  structural  water  temperature  control 
device  will  be  installed  at  Shasta  Dam  to  provide  better  control  of  river  temperatures  to  assist  in 
recovery  actions  for  anadromous  salmonids  in  the  Upper  Sacramento  River.  A  construction 
contract  was  awarded  in  November  1994.  Construction  activities  will  continue  with  an 
anticipated  completion  date  of  October  1996. 


Project 

Estimated 
Project 
Costs 

Actual 
Costs  Through 
9/30/95 

CWC  Final 

Recommendation 

FY  1996 

Tentative  Work 

Allowance 

FY  1996 

Estimated 

Funding  Level 

FY  1997 

CWC  Preliminary 

Recommendation 

FY  1997 

612     Coleman  National  Fish 
Hatchery  ModiHcation 

Federal          29JS8.000 
Total              34,693,000 

0 
4.295.803 

Support 

0 

3.1J3.POO 
3,133.000 

2.000.000 

2,000.000 

CWC  612  -  Coleman  National  Fish  Hatchery  Modiflcation  supplements  natural  production  of 
anadromous  fish  in  the  Upper  Sacramento  River  basin.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is 
currently  implementing  a  plan  to  rehabilitate  and  expand  the  facility  so  that  survival,  smolt 
quality  and  release  size  are  significantly  improved.  An  additional  objective  is  to  provide  fiill 
treatment  of  waters  entering  the  hatchery  system  thus  removing  or  significantly  lowering 
potential  for  transmission  of  disease  organisms  to  hatchery  fish.  This  is  expected  to  permit  the 
removal  of  barriers  to  migratory  salmon  in  Battle  Creek  and  provide  access  to  upstream 
spawning  gravels. 

Construction  will  continue  to  be  accomplished  in  phases  over  several  years  with  actual 
construction  taking  place  in  the  spring  and  summer  of  each  year  in  order  to  minimize  impacts  to 
the  fall  and  winter  spawning  and  rearing  periods.  In  FY94  rehabilitation  of  50-year  old  rearing 
ponds,  a  new  primary  water  line  for  the  ponds,  and  Phase  I  water  treatment  facilities  were 
completed.  In  FY95  the  Phase  I  water  treatment  facilities  (ozonization)  to  provide  up  to  10,000 
gallons  per  minute  of  treated  water  will  be  completed. 

In  FY96  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  agreed  to  set  aside  work  on  Coleman  so  that  fiinding 
can  be  used  for  the  Shasta  Temperature  Control  Device  (CWC  611).  It  is  expected  that  FY97 
fiinding  for  Coleman  will  resume. 
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Enimunl 

Actual 

CWCrmal 

CWC               Piojto 

Project 

Costs  Tlvougli 

No. 

Costs 

9/30fl5 

FY  1996 

«M    Sacramcnio  River  DlvWoa 

Winter-Run  Chinook  Salmon 

USBR 

725,000 

1.100.000 

USFWS 

750,000 

NOAA 

975,000 

NonFed 

1.114.940 

Toul 

12.616057      3,564.940 

Tenutive  Woik         Estimated         CWC  Pieliminaiy 

Allowance  Funding  Level       Recofnmendation 

FY  1996  FY  1997  FY  1997 


CWC  621  -  Winter-Run  Chinook  Salmon  Captive  Broodstock  Program  -  In  response  to  critically 
low  levels  of  Winter-Run  Chinook  Salmon  in  the  Sacramento  River  during  1991,  the  Winter- Run 
Chinook  Salmon  Captive  Broodstock  Committee  was  initiated.  Once  numbering  in  the  hundred  of 
thousands  each  year,  returns  had  plummeted  to  191  fish.    In  order  to  save  this  unique  and  important 
salmon  stock  from  extinction,  a  wide  range  of  State  and  Federal  fishery  agencies  joined  with 
nongovernmental  commercial  and  recreational  fishing  interests,  as  well  as  interested  water  users  and  the 
academic  research  community. 

As  it  approaches  completion  of  the  first  half  of  its  10-year  duration,  the  Winter-Run  Chinook  Salmon 
Captive  Broodstock  Program  has  overcome  many  developmental  problems,  has  efficiently  established 
the  infrastructure  necessary  to  continue  the  program  at  full  production  status,  and  can  do  so  until  such 
time  as  the  necessity  for  the  program  no  longer  exists.  Most  importantly,  this  program  has  helped  begin 
the  recovery  of  this  unique  stock  of  salmon. 


Esiimacd 
Project 
Costs 


Actual 
Costs  Through 
9/30«5 


CWCFuul 

Recominendation 

FY  1996 


Tentative  Work         Estimated         CWC  Pteliminaiy 

Allowance  Funding  Level       Recommendation 

FY  1996  FY  1997  FY  1997 


Federal 
Restoration 
NonFed 
Total 

5,163,000 

500,000 

0 

5,663.000 

I.794.98S 

500.000 

0 

RfiDD  Demonstration  Research 
Facility  Evaluation 

Federal 
Restoration 
NonFed 
Toul 

5.130.000 
920.000 

6.750.000 

783,459 

920,000 

0 

CWC  624  -  Fish  Passage  Program  and  CWC  626  -  Demonstration  Research  Facility  Evaluation. 

Red  Bluff  Diversion  Dam  has  been  identified  as  one  cause  of  a  continued  decline  of  salmon  and  steelhead 
in  the  Sacramento  River  to  levels  roughly  50  percent  of  the  1953-60  average.  The  continued  decline  of 
the  winter-run  chinook  salmon  has  prompted  its  listing  as  an  endangered  species. 

The  Action  Program  began  in  1983  and  is  a  coordinated  effort  between  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
and  State  and  Federal  resource  agencies.  USBR  has  completed  an  Appraisal  Study  and  has  been 
evaluating  alternatives  identified  in  that  study. 

USBR  also  constructed  a  research  pumping  plant  at  the  dam,  to  provide  for  the  evaluation  of  impacts 
to  fish  of  different  types  of  pumps  (centrifugal  and  Archimedes  screw  pumps).  Extensive  fishery 
monitoring  is  to  be  done  to  evaluate  the  pumps'  performance.  Although  the  plant  is  now  ready  to  be 
put  in  service,  the  absence  of  FY  96  funding  would  mean  that  monitoring  caimot  be  conducted. 


CWC                 Project 

No. 

Estimated 
Project 
Costs 

Actual 
Costs  Through 
9/30/95 

CWC  Final 

Recommendation 

FY  1996 

Tentative  Work 

Allowance 

FY  1996 

Estimated 

Funding  Level 

FY  1997 

CWC  Preliminary 

Recommendation 

FY  1997 

'        Rock  Slough  Fish  Screen  (Contra  Costa) 

Federal            5.280,000 

0 

80,000 

80.000 

0 

1.500.000- 

•Support,  provided  it  be  funded  from  Restoration  or  other  money. 
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CWC  646  -  Rock  Slough  Fish  Screen.  Contra  Costa  Water  District  requested  that  the  Conunission  support  funds  for 
a  fish  screen  at  Rock  Slough,  the  intake  to  the  District's  water  supply.  USBR  is  authorized  to  fund  (federal  share  75%) 
this  project  under  PL  102-575,  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act,  Section  3406(b)(5).  Completion  of  the 
screen  is  required  by  October  1998  under  terms  of  a  subsequent  biological  opinion  issued  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 

vice  to  CCWD  as  a  requirement  for  its  construction  of  Los  Vaqueros  Reservoir.  The  imminent  completion  date 
uictates  that  planning  funds  be  made  available  in  FY96.  The  Contra  Costa  Water  District  feels  this  is  an  appropriate 
use  of  the  Restoration  Fund  and  that  the  terms  of  PL  102-575  require  the  federal  government  to  provide  75  percent  of 
the  total  cost  of  the  project. 

Estinuttd  Actual  CWC  Final  Tcnlalive  Worit  Estimated  CWC  Preliminaiy 

CWC  Project  Project  Costs  Through        Recommendation  Allowance  Funding  Level       Recommendation 

No  Costs  9/30/95  FY  1996  FY  1996  FY  1997  FY  1997 


PI.I02-S7S(Mid.PidncRefionl 
90 1     San  Francisco  Area  Water 

Reclamation  Study 

(General  Investigation) 

903     San  Jose  Area  Water  Reclamation 
And  Reuse  Program 
(Construction) 


Federal  3,690.000 

NonFed  3.690000 

Total  7J80.000 

Federal  32,500,000 

NonFed  97.500.000 

Total  130,000.000 


1,500.000  2.575,000  1,500,000  1,500,000 


9,000,000  1,505.000  2,740,000  15.000.000' 


l,9»<rCT9raJ9Rm8|| 

1301    LA  Area  Warn  Reclamation 

and  Reuse  Oncludes  West  Basin, 
East  Valley  and  Terminal  Island) 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

68,120.000 
2(H.3W.9W 
272.480,000 

14,740.000 

1302   Orange  County  Regional  Water 
Reclamation  Project  -  Phase  1 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

42,600,000 
U7.899.TO 
170,400,000 

0 

1 303    San  Gabriel  Basin  Project  (Includes 
San  Gabriel  Basin,  Demo.  Rio 
Hondo  4  San  Gab  Valley  Wtr  Reel.) 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

38,090,000 
1 14.270.000 
152360,000 

10,000,000 

San  Diego  Area  Reclamation 

Federal 

172,590,000 

2.875,000 

flncludes  San  Diego.  Escondido.  Po%vay.    NonFed 
Padre  Dam  Muni  WD.  Oiay  WD  and  Total 

San  Diego  County  Water  Authority) 


1305 

Water  Replenishment  District                    Federal 

20305,000 

of  Southern  California                             NonFed 

22.519.000 

Total 

42,824,000 

1306 

Brackish  Water  Reclamation  Demonstration 
Facility  (Ventura) 

1309 

Southern  California  Comprehensive           Federal 

3,000,000 

Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse                 NonFed 

3000.000 

(General  Investigations  Program)              Total 

6,000.000 

9.300,000  9.545.000 

600.000  0 

9,750.000  6,403,000 

9.000.000  2.692,000 

Support  0 

500,000  1,000,00 

750.000  750,000 


'  Reconsider,  after  detailed  FY  97  President's  Budget  is  released 

RECYCLED  WATER  PROJECTS.  Title  16  of  PL  102-575  authorized  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to 
investigate  and  identify  opportunities  for  reclamation  and  reuse  of  municipal,  industrial,  domestic  and 
agricultural  wastewater. 

The  Commission  would  like  to  express  its  concerns  to  the  Committee  regarding  the  competition  for  funding 
bet\veen  traditional  USBR  reclamation  projects  and  environmental  restoration  actions  and  the  large 
impending  funding  increase  for  USBR  recycling  programs.  It  is  important  that  we  support  funding  to 
maintain  USBR's  existing  infrastructure  and  to  address  deferred  maintenance  needs,  and  to  carry  out 
environmental  and  fishery  restoration  measures  associated  with  these  projects.  We  are  concerned  that 
USBR's  new  role  as  a  federal  banker  in  cost-sharing  in  local  waste  water  recycling  programs  will  "break  the 
bank"  for  the  existing  federal  facilities.  While  we  fully  support  local  agencies'  plans  to  carry  out  these 
programs,  they  are  extremely  expensive.  We  encourage  thought  be  given  as  to  how  these  programs  can  be 
funded  in  a  manner  that  is  equitable  to  USBR's  existing  infrastructure. 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  -  THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY 


PETE  WILSON.  Governor 


Department  of  Water  Resources 

CALIFORNIA  WATER  COMMISSION 

1416  NINTH  STREET.  ROOM  1148 
SACRAMENTO.  CALIFORNIA  95814 

Kalherine  Dunlap.  Chair  -  Los  Angeles 
Daniel  F.  Knege,  Vice  Chair  -  Capitola 
Stanley  M.  Barnes  -  Visalia 
Kenneth  S  Caldwell  -  Camanllo 
Clair  A.  Hill  -  Redding 
Michael  0.  Madigan  •  San  Diego 
Martin  A  Matich  -  San  Bernardino 
Rikard  L  Sorensen  -  Walnut  Creek 
Audrey  Z-  Tennis  -  Chico 


Please  Address  Communications  to. 
The  Chair  of  the  Commission 

P  0  Box  942836 
Sacramento,  CA  94236-0001 
Phone:  (916)653-5958 
FAX:  (916)653-9745 


Final  Recommendations  for  Fiscal  Year  1997  Federal  Appropriations 

for  California  Water,  Fishery  and  Flood  Control  Projects 

March  1, 1996 


CWC 

No. 


Project 


Estimated 

Actual 

Project 

Costs  Through 

Costs 

9/30/95 

CWC  Final  Tentative  Work 

RecoiTunendation  Allowance 

FY  1996  FY  1996 


Projected 

Funding  Need 

FY  1997 


CWC  Final 

Recommendation 

FY  1997 


U.S.  ARAIV  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

General  Investiealions  -  Surveys 
lOOA     Lower  Truckee  Rjver 

(Washoe  County.  Nevada) 


I OOB     Lo»er  Truckee  River 

(Pyramid  Lake  Paiule  Tribe) 


Tehama-Hamilton  City  Flood  Control  Study 
(Tehama.  Glenn)  (Continuing  Authority] 


Federal  790.000 

NonFcd  iOOOOO 

Total  U90.000 


1J55.000 
600.000 


Northern  California  Streams, 
Sacramento  River  Fish  Migration 
(Solano.  Yolo) 

Total 
Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1.955.000 

1.500,000 

900.000 

2,400,000 

Northern  California  Streams, 
Winters  and  Vicinity  (Yolo) 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

781,000 
1,021.000 

Northern  California  Streams  - 
Cache  Creek  Environmental 
Restoration 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

U50.000 

750.000 

2.000.000 

300.000  222.000 


200.000  159.000 


300,000 

300,000 
125.000 

300.000 


Northern  California  Streams 

Magpie  Creek  (Sacramento)  [Continuing  Authority) 


112       Sacramento  River  Watershed 

Management  Study 


1 2 1        Sacramenio-San  Joaquin  Delta 
Investigation 


123       Sacramcnlo-San  Joaquin  Delta 
Prospect  Island  (Solano) 


U-.       Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta 
Western  Delta  Islands 
(Contra  Costa,  Sacramento) 


Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

2.320.000 
1.800.000 
4.120.000 

1.350.000 

Federal 
Non  Fed 
Total 

1.500.000 

900.000 

2,400,000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

2.000.000 
1.200.000, 
3.200.000 

- 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

5.940.000 

?.975.o«o 

8.915.000 

3.955.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1.250.000 

yjo.poo 

2.000.000 

189,000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

875,000 

525,000 

1.400.000 

38I.00O 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1.850.000 
1,209.000 
3.050.000 

626,000 

1836 


Estinutol 

Acuul 

CWCFinil 

Tent^ve  Work 

I'lojea 

Costs  Through 

Recommendation 

AJIowance 

Costs 

9/30/95 

FY  1996 

FY  1996 

Projected  CWC  Final 

Funding  Need        Recoramendition 

FY  1997  FY  1997 


Reservoir  Flood  Release  Coordination  - 
San  Joaquin  River 


1 30       Friant  Dam  Enlargement 


San  Joaquin  River  Basin. 

South  Sacramento  County  Streams 


San  Joaquin  River  Basin 
Stockton  Metropolitan  Area 


San  Joaquin  River  Basin, 
A/Toyo  Pasajcro  (Fresno) 
(Also  see  CWC  660A) 

San  Joaquin  River  Basin. 

Pine  Flat  Dam,  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Habitat  Restoration  (Fresno) 

San  Joaquin  River  Basin, 
Calienle  Creek  (Kern) 


141       Napa  River,  Salt  Manh  Restoration 


Russian  River  Environmental  Restoration 


1 52       Upper  Guadalupe  River  (Santa  Clara) 


153       Upper  Penitenlia  Creek  (Santa  Clara) 


1 7 1       Lower  Mission  Creek  (Santa  Barbara) 


1 80  Central  Basin  Groundwater  Project 

(Los  Angeles) 

181  Santa  Monica  Water  Supply 

I82A     Los  Angeles  County  Drainage  Water 
Conservation  and  Supply 
(Hansen  and  Lopez  Dams) 

182B     Los  Angeles  County  Drainage  Water 
Conservation  and  Supply 
(Sanu  Fe  &  Whiltier  Narrows  Dams) 

1 83       Water  Infrastructure  Study 

for  Water  System  Seismic  Reliability 
(Arcadia)  PL  101-60 

'"'^       San  Antonio  Creek 
(Son  Bernardino) 


Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

2,070,000 
l.^Ofl.WO 
3,470,000 

798,000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1,700,000 
1.200  000 
3,200,000 

- 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

3,665,000 

i.m.m 

6,465,000 

1,577,000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

2,025,000 
1.500.000 
3,525,000 

525,000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

2,944,000 
l.|47,m 
4,091,000 

2.773.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1,444,000 

\.w.m 

2,573,000 

844.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1,125,000 

mm. 

1.800,000 

0 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1,125,000 

m.m 

1,800,000 

0- 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

2,974,000 
2,494,000 
5.028,000 

1.999.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1.415,000 

l.ioo.oog 

2,515,000 

300.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

2,799,000 

750,90.0 

3,549.000 

1,968.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1,875,000 
1.125,000 
3.000,000 

750.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1,270.000 
1.120.000 
2,390.000 

400.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1,360.000 
1,2 10,000 
2,570,000 

400,000 

Affinned 
600.000 


Deferred 
400,000 


Federal 
NonFed 
Total  . 


1,125,000 
675.000 
1,800.000 
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Estjnutcd 
Project 
Costs 


Actual  CWC  Final 

Costs  Through        Recommendalioii 

9/3CW5  FY  19% 


Tentalivt  WoA  Projected  CWC  Final 

Allowance  Funding  Need        Reconunendation 

FY  1996  FY  1997  FY  1997 


Mission  Zanja  Creek 

(San  Bernardino)  [Continuing  Authority] 


1 88       Whilewaur  River  Basin 
(Riverside) 


189      San  Juan  and  Aliso  Creeks 


190      Imperial  County  Watershed 


238A     Kaweah  River  (Tulare) 


338B     Kaweah  River  -Seismic  (Tulare) 
231       San  Clemente  Creek 


252       Napa  River  Flood  Control  Project 


San  Rafael  Canal  (Marin) 


234       Pajaro  River,  Watsonville 
(Sanu  Cniz) 


233      San  Lorenzo  River  (Santa  Cruz) 


284      Seven  Oaks  and  Prado  Dams  Water 
Conservation 
(Son  Bernardino,  Riverside,  Orange) 


Construction  ■  General 
301       Upper  Sacramento  River 
Muiphy  Slough  II 133] 


302  Sacramento  River  Restoration  at 
Glenn-Colusa  Irrigation  District 
(Glenn)  (Also  see  CWC  622) 

303  Sacramento  River  Bank  Proleclioi 


304      Sacramento  River  Flood  Conliol 
Project 


Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

U70,000 

in.m 

2440,000 

300.000 

300.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

2,080.000 
3,735,000 

845.000 

370.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

U50,000 

759.0W 

2.000,000 

0 

- 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1,230,000 

730.000 

2,000,000 

0 

- 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

19,200,000 

0 

19,200.000 

12,742,000 

3.000.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

3.900,000 

0 

3.900.000 

0 

300.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1.600.000 

0 

1,600,000 

0 

130.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

I2JOO,000 

0 

12,300,000 

11,113,000 

787.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

2J95,000 

0 

2.110,000 

1,762.000 

230.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1,770,000 

0 

1,770,000 

389.000 

500.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

844.000 

0 

844.000 

770.000 

100,000 

Federal 

NonFed 
Total 

1.000.000 

0, 

l.OOO.OOC 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

1.000.000 

0 

1.000.000 

~ 

" 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

3.000.000 

i.ow.ooo 

4,000.000 

110.000 

soo.ooo 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

10.650.000 
3.550.000 
14,200,000 

2.393.000 

300.000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

139.100.000 

62,M<).«>0 

221,700,000 

89.772.000 

3.000,000 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

79,835,000 
?7,04?,OPO 
176.903.000 

73,533.000 

100.000 

Federal 
NonFed 

23,700,000 
8700.000 

.       2.752.000 

500.000 

200.000  200,000 


450,000  430,000 


400,000  400,000 


400,000  400,000 


3,500.000  3.300.000 


600.000  iJOO,000 


1,000,000 
800,000 


600,000      950,000 


350,000       330.000 


830.000      850.000 


300.000      300.000 


200.000       200.000 


1.500.000     1.500.000 


300.000     1.000.000 


2.731.000       6.300.000     6.300.000 


6.500,000      6.300.000 


2.300.000      2.300.000 
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Estimated 
Project 
Costs 


Actual 

Costs  Through 

9/30/95 


CWC  Final  Tentative  Work 

Recommendation  Allowance 

FY  1996  FY  1996 


Projeclei)  CWC  rrnal 

Funding  Need        Recommendation 

FY  1997  FY  1997 


Total  34.400,000 


309       West  Sacramento  Project 


Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 


310  Yolo  Basin  WeUands  (Davis  site)  [1 135]    Federal 

311  San  Joaquin  River  Federal 
China  Island  Habitat  Restoration               NonFed 

Total 


23,600,000 
7.800.000 
31,400,000 

3.450,000 
1.140.000 
4,590,000 

15,700,000 
5.200.000 
20,900,000 


4,500,000 
1.500.000 
6,000,000 


7,000,000 

6.420,000 

7,000.000 

7,000,000 

_ 

469,000 

50,000 

50,000 

500,000 

- 

500,000 

500,000 

New  Melones  Lake 
(Calaveras,  Tuoluiruie) 


Federal 

NonFed 
Total 


400,500,000 
2 


332       Merced  County  Sdcams 


Federal 
NonFed 
Total 


85,900,000 
38.600.000 
124,500,000 


Wildcat  and  San  Pablo  Creeks 
(Contra  Costa) 


352       Guadalupe  River  (Sanu  Clara) 


Coyote  and  Betryessa  Creeks 
(Santa  Clara) 


354       Sanla  Paula  Creek  (Ventura) 


Los  Angeles  County  Drainage  Area 
Project 


382       Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem 


383       San  Luis  Rey  River  (San  Diego) 


Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 


20,170,000 
15.530.000 
35,700,000 

63JOO,000 
74.470.000 
137,770,000 

44,000,000 

78,840,000 


20,300,000 
1600.000 
21,900,000 


Federal  204,000.000 

NonFed  108.000.000 

Total  312,000.000 

Federal  778.000,000 

NonFed  5Ss!oOO.OOO 

Total  IJ33,0OO,0OO 

Federal  54,700,000 

NonFed  20.400.000 

Total  75,100,000 


New  Colusa  Basin  Drain  Drainage  System  Study 

New  Gunnerson  Pond  (Riverside) 

New  Santa  Margarita  River  -  Reconnaissance  Study  (Riverside) 

New  Murticta  Creek.  Section  22.  Planning  Assistance  (Riverside) 

New  Southern  Caiiromia  Infrastructure  Restoration  Study 


28.250,000 

8,100,000 

7,428.000 

12.500.000 

12,500,000 

15.472.000 

12,000,000 

11,005,000 

2.400.000 

2,400,000 

8.497,000 

4,000.000 

2,109,000 

5.000,000 

5,000,000 

10.450,000 

11,367,000 

10,424,000 

15,000,000 

50,000.000 

386,659,000 

70,249,000 

64.838.000 

60.000,000 

60.000,000 

57,700,000 

0 

0 

5,500,000 

5,500,000 

200,000 
490,000 
200,000 
50,000 
Defened 

Final  California  Water  Commission  Recommendations 
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cwc 

No 

Piojed 

Esiimaied 
Project 
Costt 

Actual 
Costs  Through 
9/30«5 

CWCFuial 

Recommendation 

FY  1996 

Tentative  Work 

Allowance 

FY  1994 

EsUmaied 

Funding  Level 

FY  1997 

CWCFmal 
FY  1997 

•       BUREAU  OF  RECUUHATION 

d_ .       San  Joaquin  Riva  Basin 
Comprehensive  Plan 

ii 

1,262^00 
1   2,715,000 

5477,500 

I,I4U77 
1,642.970 

1,000,000 

0 

0 

Derencd 

531 

Del  None  County/ 

Crescent  City  Wastewater  Study 

USBR 

1,000,000 

-0- 

- 

300,000 

0 

Deferred 

532 

Fon  Bragg  Reclamation  Study 

USBR 

1,500.000 

•0- 

- 

500.000 

0 

Deferred 

537 

General  Planning  Snidies 

Federal 

Continuing 

177,000 

350.000 

369.000 

350,000 

350.000 

540 

Technical  Assistance  to  Slates 

Federal 

Continuing 

1.755,000 

140.000 

131.000 

125,000 

125.000 

541 

California  Water  Augmentation  Progtam 

Federal 

600,000 

0 

0 

0 

300,000 

300.000 

542 

Delu  Model  Development  Group 

Federal 

490,000 

0 

0 

0 

90.000 

90.000 

543 

Friant  Upper  Basin  Optimization  Study 

Federal 

100,000 

0 

0 

0 

75.000 

75.000 

544 

Middle  San  Joaquin  River  Water  Reuse  Study     Fed 

100,000 

0 

0 

0 

60.000 

60.000 

545 

New  MekxKS  Temperature  Control  Eval. 

Federal 

90,000 

0 

0 

0 

90.000 

90.000 

ConstrgcHoB  Prelttn  (Mld-Paiific  Rn-ionl 
<«0       Trioily  River  Rcsloralioa  Profram 

610  Sbasu  Divisioo 

6 1 1  Temperanire  Control  Device  - 
ShasuOam 

Federal 

Federal 
Restoratior 
NonFed 
Total 

307,105,903 

72.963,000 

1    7,039,000 

9 

80.000,000 

305,802496 

24.226,466 

8449.777 

0 

5.000.000 

549.000 

11481.000 

9 

11.830.000 

3.767.000 

21.019.000 

16.961.000 

0 

5.000.000 

0 
3.470.000 

9 
3.470.000 

5.000.000 

0 

3.470.000 

9 

3.470.000 

612 

Coleman  National  Fish 
Hatchery  ModiFication 

Federal        29  J  58.000 
ReswraUon    5.335.000 
Total           34,693,000 

0 
4495.803 

0 

3.133.000 
3.133.000 

2.000.000 

2.000.000 

AndersotvCononwood  Irrigation 
District  Diversion  Dam 

Federal        I6JI5,000 
RestoraUon    I.IW.W 
Total           17,415,000 

0 

200.000 

200.000 

0 
100.000 

0 
100.000 

6I4A 

Restore  Spawning  Gravel 
(Locations  as  needed) 

Federal 

Restotaiioi 

NonFed 

33,015,000 

1                0 

0 

104.000 
0 

- 

639.000 

525.000 

525.000 

6I4D 

Riparian  Habitat 

Federal 

Restoratior 

1    2,700.000 

0 

_ 

0 

0 
425.000 

0 
425.000 

615 

620 

621 

Clear  Creek  Resloialion 

Sacramento  River  Divisioo 

Winter-Run  Chinook  Salmon 
Captive  Broodstock  Program 

Federal 

Resiocalior 

Total 

USBR 

USFWS 

NCAA 

NonFed 

Total 

6,600.000 

0 

725.000 
750.000 
975.000 
I.IH.?40 
3.564,940 

1. 100.000 

100.000 
300.000 

500.000 
500.000 

0 

500.000 
500.000 

400.000 

I2.6I6J57 

622 

Hamilton  City  Pumping  Plant 
Fish  Facility  (Glenn) 
(Also  see  CWC  302) 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

37415,000 
37415,000 

2,662470 

3.000.000 

3.000.000 

3.000.000 

4400.000 

623 

Colusa  Basin  Drain 

750,000 

250.000 

200.000 

200.000 

624 

RBDD  Fish  Passage  Program 

Federal 
Restoratior 
NonFed 
Total 

5,163,000 

1      500,000 

0 

5,663,000 

1,794,988 

500,000 

0 

0 

1,000.000 

500.000 

500.000 

626 

RBDD  Demonstration  Research 
Facility  Evaluation 

Federal 

Restoratior 

NonFed 

5,830,000 

1      920.000 

0 

783,459 

920,000 

0 

0 

1400,000 

1.500.000 

1.500.000 
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cwc 

No. 

Project 

Estinuttd 
Project 
Costs 

ACDUl 

Costs  Tluough 
9/30«5 

CWC  Final 

Recommendation 

FY  1996 

Tentative  Work 

Allowance 

FY  1996 

EstimaieJ 

Funding  Level 

FY  1997 

CWCFmal 

Reeommendation 

FY  1997 

627 

Cerlfjl  Valley  Projea  Improvemem 
Act  Supporting  Investigations 

Federal          1.700.000 
Restoration    3.300.000 
Total             5.000,000 

0 
1,584.000 

0 
1.500  000 
1.500.000 

0 

3.098.000 
3.098.000 

0 

I.OW.W) 

1,000,000 

1.000.000 

629 

Deer  Fencing 

Federal 

1.443.000 

737.000 

- 

175.000 

200,000 

200.000 

630 

Aubum-Folsom  South  Unit 
(Includes  American  River  Study- 
and  On-going  Activities) 

Fed 

NonFed 

Total 

2J35.830.00O 
2J38.180.00O 

356.668.966 
2J5O,0OO 

1J57,000 

1.410.000 

2,500.000 

2.500.000 

631 

Slony  Creek 

USBR 

883.000 

I33.0O0 

- 

100.000 

0 

0 

640 
641 

Delta  Division 

Gcorgiana  Slough  Fish  Barrier 

Federal 
NonFed 

950.000 
1. 5 10.000 

750.000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

642 

Suisun  Marsh  Pioiectjon 
($1  million  included  in  FY96 
O&M  budget -CWC  701) 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

60.574.000 
90  000.000 
151.000.000 

29.468.493 

300,000 

300.000 

1,000.000 

1,000,000 

643 

Delta  Support  Program 
OESP) 

Federal 
NonFed 

50.467J87 

2I.692J9I 

3^00,000 

3.000.000 

3.500.000 

3,500,000 

644 

Bay/Delu  Oversight 
(CalFed) 

Federal 
NonFed 

10.000.000 
10.000,000 

400.000 

2,500.000 

2.500.000 

4.100.000 

4.100,000 

645 

South  Delu  Bartiers 

Federal 
NonFed 

20.000.000 
20.000.000 

243.071 
7.200.000 

500.000 

200.000 

0 

0 

646 

Rock  Slough  Fish  Screen  (Contra  Costa) 

Federal 

5J80.000 

0 

80.000 

80.000 

0 

1,500.000' 

647 

650 
6SI 

Tracy  Fish  Facility  Improvements 

San  Joaquin  Division 
Land  Retirement 

Federal        39.728.000 
Restoration    1.450.000 

Federal        46.593.000 

Total           58.467.000 

925.000 

1.228,000 
3,400,000 

0 
6,118,000 
6.118.000 

0 

0 
6.118.000 
6.118.000 

0 

1,955,000 
2,000,000 
3,955,000 

0 

1.955,000 
?,000,000 
3,955,000 

San  Joaquin  Basin  Action  Plan 
(Kesletson  Mitigation) 

Federal        13.787.000 
Restoration  13.037.000 
Total            26.824.000 

0 
5.980527 
5,980.527 

0 
1  000  000 
1.000.000 

0 
1  473  000 
1,473.000 

1.000.000 
1  000  000 
2.000,000 

1.000,000 
1.000  OOfl 
2,000.000 

6S3 

660 

660A 

Water  Acquisition 

San  Lull  l'nit-C\r 
ArTO\o  Pasajero  Studies 
(Alio see  CWC  135 -Corps) 

Federal 
Reslorat 
Total 

USBR 
Corps 
NonFed 
Total 

43.413.000 

on    7587000 

51.000.000 

1. 151.000 

0 
?2,642,f21 
22.642.521 

236,000 

0 
11,005,000 
11.005.000 

225.000 

0 
23.685.000 
23,685.000 

225.000 

1.737,000 
6,9!!0,000 
8.717.000 

500,000 

1.737,000 
6,980.000 
8.717.000 

870.000 

4.666.000 

660D 

Arrovo  Pasajero  (Land  Purchases) 

USBR 
Corps 
NonFed 
Total 

5.158.000 

4.258,000 

0 

0 

0 

12.495.000 

660C 
660D 

Rcal.Tinic  Drainase  Msnil  Inil 
San  Luis  Drain 
Load  Reduction  Project 

USBR 
USBR 

8,007.000 
5.282.000 

5,107.000 
100,000 

100.000 

200,000 
100,000 

800,000 
2.000.000 

800.000 
2.000.000 

660E 

Controlled  River  Drainage  -  Monitoring 

USBR 

32.275,000 

0 

275.000 

275,000 

600.000 

600,000 

660F 

Controlled  River  Drainage  - 

USBR 

22.800,000 

0 

- 

0 

0 

0 

Drainwatcr  Control  Facilities 
Conuoltcd  River  Drainage-Load  Rcducli 
Real  Time  Manasemenl  Dcmonslralion 


Pacilic  Region) 

Federal        12.000.000 

0 

0 

Restoration   4.570.000  • 

3.133.316 

3  000  000 

Total            16.570.000 

3.133.316 

3.000.000 

0 

1,000,000 

1,000,000 

800,000 

800,000 

0 
3.512.000 
3.512.000 

0 

s.onn.ooo 

8.000.000 

0 

8,000.000 
8,000,000 

1  inal  Calilomia  Wa 

tcrCommissio 
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Estimalcd 
Project 
Cost] 


Actual 
Costs  Through 
9/30/95 


CWCrmal 

Recommendation 

FY  1996 


Tentative  Woifc         Estimated  CWC  Final 

Allowance  Funding  Level       Reconuncndflion 

FY  1996  FY  1997  FY  1997 


Central  Valley  Assessment/ 
Monitoring  Program 

Federal 
Restoration 
NonFed 
Total 

1 7.800  JOO 
2.035.000 

0 
3,038.000 

0 
2.000.000 

Q 

2.000.000 

0 

2J75.000 
0 

19,835.000 

3.038.000 

2J75.000 

673 

Flow  Fluctuation 

USSR 
Restoration 

1.706.000 

0 
74.000 

- 

270.000 
50.000 

676 

Dedicated  Project  Yield 

Federal           950,000 
Restoration       550^000 
Total            1,500.000 

0 
1.405.599 
1.405.599 

mm 

375.000 

0 
1.W.9W 
1.009.000 

677 

Ecosyslein  Water  Modeling  Studies 

Federal 
Restoration 
NonFed 
Total 

7.600.000 
1.950.000 

0 

1.769.982 

0 

1.900.000 
0 
0 

1.900.000 

0 

9.550,000 

679 

Private  Wetland  Investigatiofl 

Federal 
Restoration 

50.000 
1,050,000 

0 
0 

0 
500.000 

UOO.OOO 

680 

Kaweah  River  Delu  Corridor 
Enhancement  Project 

Federal 

1,000,000 

0 

0 

681 

Ongoing  Contracts/CWPSC/Melones 

Federal 

9354.000 

2.765.000 

3.089.000 

3.089.000 

683 

Refiige  Water  Supply 

Federal 
Restoration 

Total 

49.696.000 

3JI0.000 

0 

53.006.000 

0 
3.883.139 

0 
3.883.139 

0 
3.000.000 

0 
3.000.000 

0 
3.033.000 

0 
3.033.000 

684 

Refuge  Wheeling  Costs 

Federal 
Restoration 
NonFed 
Total 

IIJOO.OOO 
1   2.400.000 

0 
2.449J05 

P 
2.449J05 

0 
1.700.000 

0 
1.700.000 

0 

2,110.000 

0 

13.700.000 

2.1 10.000 

683 

Coho  Salmon  Program 

Federal 

150.000 

150.000 

0 

0 

Spring  Run  Salmon  Program 

Federal 

300.000 

300.000 

0 

0 

Salmon  Stamp  Program 

Federal 

109.000 

100.000 

0 

185.000 

688 

Fish  Screen  Program 

Federal 
Restoration 
NonFed 
Total 

27.119.000 

1      616.951 

0 

38.119.000 

3.882.000 

643.956 

9 

4.525.956 

6,000.000 

7.197,000 

689A 

Reclamation  District  108 

Federal 

1. 100.000 

450.000 

650.000 

620.000 

689B 

Reclamation  District  1004 

Federal 

430.000 

215.000 

215.000 

185.000 

Vff^^'^of.ai'jigxin.'^"'' ''"'"'''"' 

onl 
I'ederal 

Continuing 

_ 

67.739.000 

58336,600 

703 

Reclamation  Law  Administration 

Federal 

Continuing 

1.207.000 

1.530.000 

1,248,000 

704 

Land  Resources  Management  Program 

Federal 

Continuing 

512.000 

1,254.000 

685,000 

705 

Cachuma  Project 

Federal 

Continuing 

750.000 

716.000 

691.000 

706 

Orland  Project 

Federal 

Continuing 

330.000 

601.000 

562.000 

707 

Solano  Project 

Federal 

Continuing 

1.600.000 

2.172.000 

1.732.000 

2  J  12.000 
S 


2  J  12.000 
S 


950.000 

950.000 

950.000 

950.000 

- 

100.000 

2.500,000 

2.500.000 

3.990.000 

3.000.000 

0 

6.990.000 

3.990.000 

3.000.000 

0 

6.990.000 

0 

0 

2.000.000 
2.000.000 

2.000.000 
2.000,000 

0 

250,000 

0 

250.000 

0 

500.000 

3.000.000 
2,000.000 

3.000,000 
2,000.000 

0 

650.000 

0 

215.000 

57.722.000  57,722,000 

1,149,000  1,149,000 

UI7,000  UI7.000 

1.153.000  1,153,000 

570,000  570,000 

1,851,000  1,851,000 


l^an  Proiects  IMId-Paclfie  Rn-ionl 
801       Caslrovillc  Seawatcr  Inuusion 
Project  (Monterey) 


Salinas  Valley  Reclamation 
Project  (Monterey) 


Federal        Continuing 


Federal       32,600,000 

USBR  funds 

Treasury  Funds 
NonFed      10.914.000 
Total  43,514,000 

Federal        20,544,000 

USBR  funds 

Treasury  funds 
NonFed         6.900.000 
Total  27,444.000 


425.000 


425.000 


2.710.000 
■:1.500.000> 
cU10.000> 


1,980.000 

<:|,100,000> 

<880.000> 
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Estinuled 

Acuil 

CWCFnul 

Tentaive  Worii 

Estinuted 

CWC  Foul 

cwc 

Project 

Project 

Costs  Through 

Allowince 

Funding  Level 

Recommendation 

No. 

Costs 

MOTS 

FYI99« 

FY  1996 

FY  1997 

FY  1997 

llt.<7<rMi.|.P.elfleReri.n> 
San  Francisco  Area  Water 
Reclamation  Study 
(General  Investigation) 

Federal 
NofiFed 
Total 

3.690.000 
7J80.000 

790.000 

1.500.000 

903       San  Jose  Area  Water  ReclamaUon 
And  Reuse  Program 
(Construction) 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

32.500.000 
97.500.000 
130.000.000 

1,715.000 

9.000,000 

Colorado  River  Water  Quality 
Improvement  Feasibility  Investigation 
aC  only)  ($1 5,000  in  CA  in  FY  95) 


Federal         9.465.000 


1002 

Environmental  and  Interagency 
Coordination  Activities 

Federal 

Continuing 

I1J45,237 

100,000 

45.000 

1003 

General  Planning 

Federal 

Continuing 

276.000 

375,000 

274.000 

1004 

Imperial  Valley  Water  Reclamation 
and  Reuse  Study 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

500.000 
5W.0M 
1.000.000 

0 

175.000 

175.000 

lOOS 

Investigation  of  Existing  Projects 

Federal 

Continuing 

358,076 

50,000 

29.000 

1007 

Minor  Work  on  Completed  Projects 

Federal 

Continuing 

380,067 

55,000 

39,000 

1008 

Sallon  Sea  Area  Study 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

300.000 

200,000 

100,000 

100,000 

1009 

Technical  Assistance  to  States 

Federal 

Continuing 

1,828,918 

265,000 

213,000 

1010 

Lower  Owens  River 
Environmental  Study 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

300.000 
600.000 

0 

100,000 

0 

'-   • 

Malibu  Creek  Fishery 
Enhancement  Study 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

250.000 
25?.0W 
500.000 

0 

50.000 

0 

1012 

Indian  Water  Management  Study 

Federal 

200.000 

0 

75.000 

0 

1013 

Southern  California  Coastal 
Water  Supply  Study 

Federal 
NonFed 
Total 

750.000 
750.000 
1.500.000 

0 

50,000 

50.000 

Onrr 

lions  and  Maintenance  (Lower  Colo 

ado  Reeion> 

(CWC  supported  the  recommendations  of  the 

1 101  Patl-er-Davis  Project 
($1,066,000  in  CA  in  FY  95) 

1 1 02  Yuma  Area  Projects 
(56,613,000  in  CA  in  FY  95) 

loan  Proifcis  (Lower  Colorado  Rcginnl 
1201      Eastern  Municipal  Water  DisuicI 

Water  Facilities  Plan 

(Riveiiidc) 


1202     Chino  Basin  Desalination 
(Santa  Ana  Walersl^cd 
Project  Authority) 


Colorado  River  Board  for  following  O&M  projects) 
Federal       Continuing  3,301,000 


Federal       Continuing 


Federal       31.100,000 

USBR  funds 

Treasury  funds 
NonFed      13.621.400 
Total  44,721,400 

Federal       32,064,000 
USBR  funds 
Treasury  funds 


22,202,422 
<10,432,000> 
<ll,770,422> 


6,000,000 
<2,20O,000> 
<3,8DO,000> 


2,717,000 
■:|,100,000> 
•;|,617,000> 


6.000,000 
<2,200,000> 
<3,800.000> 


2.717.000 
■:1.IOO,000> 
<1,617,000> 


1,500,000  1,500,000 


2,740,000  15,000.000' 


Suppoit 
Support 

Suppon 
Support 
Support 

Support 
Support 


Support 
Suppon 


Suppon 
Suppon 


2.000.000 
<1,000,000> 
<1,000,000> 


1 203     San  Sevaine  Creek  Water  Project 
(San  Bernardino,  Riverside) 


Federal  51,976,594 
NonFed  30.871.816 
Total  82,848,410 


■  Reconsider,  alter  detailed  F^'97  President's  Budget  is  released. 
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TeiiKSMl  Villey  Project 
(Elsinore  Valley  MWD) 
(Riverside) 


PI.  I(12-!i7i  (Lower  Colorado  RwionI 

1301  L.A.  Aiei  Water  Reclanulion 

and  Reuse  Oncludcs  West  Basin, 
East  Valley  and  Terminal  Island) 

1302  Orange  County  Regional  Water 
Reclamation  Pivject  •  Phase  I 


1 303     San  Gabriel  Basin  Project  (Includes 
San  Gabriel  Basin,  Demo,  Rio 
Hondo  &  San  Gab  Valley  Wir  Reel ) 


1304     San  Diego  Area  Reclamation                     Federal  172,390.000 

(Includes San  Diego.  Escondido.  Poway.    NonFed  517.770000 

Padre  Dam  Muni  WD.  Olay  WD  and         Total  690J60,000 
San  Diego  County  Water  Authority) 

Federal  20J05.000 

NonFed  22.519.000 

Total  42,824,000 


Estimated 
Project 
Costs 

Actual 
Costs  Through 

9nmi 

CWC  Final 

Recommendation 

FY  1996 

Tentative  W( 

Allowance 

FY  1996 

Federal       22J70.000 

USBR  funds 

Treasury  fiuids 
NonFed      miSMi 
Total           32,929.000 

Federal       68.120.000 
NonFed    204.360000 
Total        272,480.000 

620.000 
14.740,000 

U97,000 
<700.000> 
<697.000> 

9J00.000 

U97.000 
<700,000> 
<«97.0OO> 

9.545.000 

Federal  42.600.000 

NonFed  127.800.00 

Total  170.400.000 

Federal  38.090.000 

NonFed  114.270000 

Total  152J6O.0OO 


Federal         3.000.000  828.000 

NonFed        3.000.000 
(General  Investigations  Program)  Total 


Alameda  County  Wastewater  Reuse  Project 

1  San  Juan  Basin  Groundwater  Management  Program 

New      New  Melones  Water  Management  Study 


500.000 

1.000.00 

750.000 

750.000 

6.000.000 

Estimated  CWC  Final 

Funding  Level       Recommendation 

FY  1997  FY  1997 


2.000,000 
<1.000.000> 
<I.0OO,0O0> 


2,500,000 
750.000 

Suppon 
Authorization 

Support 

Support' 

Support 


Colorado  River  Salinity  Control 

(CWC  supported  the  recommendations  of  the  Colorado  River  Board  for  following  CRSC  projects) 
UOI      Colorado  River  Salinity  Federal        61.880,082  56.653.694 

Control  Program  (G  I  ) 

Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project  (Construction) 

1402  Title  I  Division 

1403  Title  II  Division 

1 403  A  Grand  Valley  Unit  (UC  Only) 
I403B  Paradox  Valley  Unit  (UC  Only) 
I403C  Lower  Gunnison  Basin  Unit  (UC  o 

1404  Title  II,  New  Formal 


Federal      458,835,000 

399,670^64 

2,300.000 

2,300.000 

Federal     257,570,000 

145J53JI0 

5,799,000 

5.799,000 

Federal       66,339,157 

66.039.157 

300,000 

300,000 

Federal      251,852,000 

24,053.424 

1,231,000 

301,000 

To  be  determined 

0 

6,000,000 

500,000 

Support 

Suppon 
Support 
Suppon 
Suppon 


■  Reconsider,  aflcr  detailed  FY  97  President's  Budget  is  released. 
Support,  provided  It  is  new  money. 
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Mr.  Fazio.  Audrey,  may  I  comment;  your  reference  to  the  cost- 
sharing  dispute  that  we  have  had  between  State  and  Federal  Grov- 
emment.  I  know  that  the  Commission  has  done  a  report  on  that 
issue  and  I  hope  you  will  place  it  in  the  record  with  your  formal 
remarks. 

Ms.  Tennis.  We  will. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Because  I  think  it  is  important  particularly  when  the 
Department  of  Interior  comes  before  us  that  we  make  our  side  of 
the  case  available. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Right.  We  recognize  the  problem. 

Mr.  Fazio.  We  apologize  for  the  delay.  There  are  a  lot  of  mem- 
bers in  our  delegation  and  many  support  the  reasons  why  all  these 
folks  are  here. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Right. 

Mr.  Fazio.  But  we  will  stay  as  late  as  we  must  in  order  to  get 
everybody's  testimony  in. 

Ms.  TteNNis.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Fazio.  We  appreciate  that.  We  will 
be  as  brief  as  possible. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CENTRAL  VALLEY  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 

•  WITNESS 

MICHAEL  STEARNS,  PRESIDENT,  THE  STATE  RECLAMATION  BOARD 

Ms.  Tennis.  Our  first  witness  is  from  the  State  Reclamation 
Board,  Michael  Steams. 

Mr.  Myers.  Their  prepared  text  will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

Ms.  Tennis.  We  understand  that.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stearns.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Myers  and  Mr.  Fazio. 

I  am  Mike  Steams,  President  of  the  Reclamation  Board,  and  I 
greatly  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  here.  I  want  to  say  the 
Reclamation  Board's  recommendations  on  projects  in  the  Central 
Valley  are  in  the  statement  which  has  been  submitted,  but  I  would 
like  to  mention  and  emphasize  two  projects,  both  of  these  of  which 
Mr.  Fazio  has  been  working  on  probably  longer  than  we  have. 

First  is  the  Sacramento  River  and  tributaries,  watershed  man- 
agement plan.  There  is  a  serious  need  for  a  comprehensive  ap- 
proach to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  system  and  this  has  brought 
broad  support  and  diverse  support. 

Second  is  the  American  River  Watershed  Prmect.  Sacramento  is 
a  large  metropolitan  city,  has  400,000  people,  $40  billion  in  prop- 
erty at  risk.  A  detention  dam  at  Auburn  will  provide  a  high  level 
of  protection  without  more  reliance  on  levees  that  can  suddenly  re- 
sult in  failure  and  loss  of  life  and  property. 

Again,  thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity.  It  is  a  great 
honor. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Steams  follows:] 
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THE  RECLAMATION  BOARD 

FI^4AL  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR 

FEDERAL  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 

1997  Summafv 
(In  $1,000) 


CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS'  PROJECTS 

1.   General  Investioatlons  -  Surveys 

A.   Northern  California  Streams 

--  Tehama-Hamilton  City  Flood  Control  Study  (Tehama,  Glenn) 

-  Winters  and  Vicinity  (Yolo) 

-  Cache  Creek  Environmental  Restoration 

--  Yuba  River  Basin 

--  Sacramento  River  Watershed  Management  Study 

-  Colusa  Basin  Drain  Drainage  System  Study 
8.   Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta 

-  Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  Investigation 

-  South  Sacramento  County  Streams 

~  Western  Delta  Islands  (Contra  Costa,  Sacramento) 
C.  San  Joaquin  River  Basin 
~  Arroyo  Pasajero  (Fresno) 
~  Stockton  Metropolitan  Area 

II.    Preconstnjction  Engineering  and  Design 

A.  American  Rh/er  Watershed 

B.  Kaweah  River  (Tulare) 
(Seismic) 

III.     Construction  ■  General 

A.  Marysville/Yut}a  City  Levee  Reconstruction 

6.  Merced  County  Streams 

C.  Sacramento  River  Bank  Protection 

D.  Mid-Valley  Levee  Reconstruction 

E.  Lower  Sacramento  Area  Levee  Reconstruction 

F.  Sacramento  River  Flood  Control 

G.  Sacramento  River  at  Glenn-Colusa  Irrigation  District  (Glenn) 
H.  Upper  Sacramento  River  -  Murphy  Slough 

I.  China  Island  Habitat  Restoration 

J.  West  Sacramento 

K.  Yolo  Basin  Wetlands  (Davis  Site) 

L  Magpie  Creek  (Sacramento) 


Board 
Recommends 


2 

125,000* 

2 

80.000 

2 

300.000 

3 

200.000 

3 

400,000 

3 

200,000 

4 

600,000 

4 

600,000 

4 

450,000 

4 

950,000 

4 

550.000 

S 

3,500,000 

5 

1,300,000 

1,000,000 

5 

7,000,000 

5 

900.000 

5 

6.500,000 

6 

2.500,000 

6 

500,000 

6 

500,000 

6 

1,000,000 

6 

1,500,000" 

7 

500,000* 

7 

7,000,000 

7 

50,000* 

7 

300,000* 

*The  Board  supports  this  project  to  be  funded  under  the  *ContJnuing  Authorities'  Program  (Sectton  205). 
**To  be  funded  under  'Project  Modiftoations  for  Improvement  of  the  Environment'  Program  (Section  1 135). 
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THE  RECLAMATION  BOARD'S  RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Reclamation  Board,  as  the  State  agency  which  furnishes  required  local  assurances  for  a  majority  of  the 
federal  flood  control  projects  in  California's  Central  Valley,  respectfully  submits  this  statement  of  support  for 
the  following  projects. 

The  projects  described  below  are  of  particular  importance  to  the  health,  safety,  and  well-being  of  Central 
Valley  residents  and  are  important  to  The  Reclamation  Board  to  see  that  they  are  started  and/or  kept  on 
schedule. 

1.       General  investigations  -  Surveys 

A.    Northern  California  Streams 

This  survey,  authorized  in  1 962,  is  a  study  of  the  Sacramento  River  and  its  tributaries  in  regard  to  flood 
control  measures.  The  following  are  interim  study  proposals  for  funding  in  Fiscal  Year  1 997. 

Tehama-Hamilton  City  Flood  Control  Study  (Tehama,  Glenn) 

The  study  area  will  cover  two  small  towns  on  the  west  bank  of  the  Sacramento  River  in  Tehama  and 
Glenn  Counties.  The  town  of  Tehama  was  flooded  in  1 986  and  some  homes  were  raised.  In  1 995,  the 
area  was  flooded  again,  the  homes  that  did  not  qualify  for  raising  were  again  flooded.  Hamilton  City  is 
protected  by  a  levee  that  provides  inadequate  protection.  This  area  received  emergency  sandbagging 
in  1986  and  in  1995.  The  Corps  will  initiate  a  feasibility  study  in  early  calendar  year  1996  under  Section 
205  authority. 

The  Board  recommends  continued  funding  under  Section  205. 

Winters  and  Vicinity  (Yolo) 

The  study  area  is  in  southwestern  Yolo  County  approximately  30  miles  west  of  Sacramento.  The  City 
of  Winters  is  located  along  Putah  Creek  and  Dry  Creek  and  Is  bordered  to  the  north  by  Moody  Slough 
and  Chickahominy  Slough.  Flooding  in  the  area  is  due  to  the  inadequate  flow  capacity  of  Moody  and 
Chickahominy  Sloughs  and  overland  flows  diverted  south  by  1-505.  The  1995  floods  caused 
approximately  $2.2  million  in  damages  including  flooding  of  45  residential  properties.  Feasibility  level 
studies,  initiated  in  Febmary  1 996,  will  include  an  evaluation  of  a  levee  and  canal  improvement  project 
to  provide  at  least  100-year  level  of  flood  protection  to  the  City  of  Winters.  The  study  is  scheduled  for 
completion  in  December  1 996. 

The  Board  recommends  continued  funding  for  feasibility  study  completion  and  initiation  of  preliminary 
engineering  and  design. 

Cache  Creek  Environmental  Restoration 

The  Cache  Creek  basin  is  about  15  miles  northwest  of  Sacramento,  California,  and  contains  atx)ut 
1,150  square  miles  of  drainage  area.  The  Cache  Creek  riparian  corridor  is  about  107  miles  long  and 
includes  the  Cache  Creek  mainstem  from  the  settling  basin  to  the  outlet  channel  of  Clear  Lake,  North 
Fork  Cache  Creek,  and  Bear  Creek.  The  riparian  corridor  has  been  severely  degraded  as  a  result  of 
multiple  activities  and  development  along  the  creek.  The  reconnaissance  report,  completed  in  December 
1995,  identified  three  environmental  restoration  alternatives:  (1)  a  riparian  corridor  restoration  plan; 
(2)  a  riparian  corridor  restoration  plan  plus  a  floodway  plan  to  provide  at  least  100-year  flood  protection 
to  the  City  of  Woodland  and  town  of  Yolo;  (3)  a  multi-objective  corridor  management  plan  that  includes 
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of  the  previous  alternatives  plus  long-term  restoration  measures  to  establish  a  perennial  stream.  Local 
government  has  stated  its  intent  to  cost  share  feasibility  level  studies. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  to  initiate  the  feasibility  study. 

Yuba  River  Basin 

The  Yuba  River  Basin  is  located  approximately  60  miles  north  of  Sacramento.  The  1 986  flood  and  the 
resulting  levee  failure  made  evident  that  flooding  is  a  public  safety  issue  in  this  area  Thus,  a 
reconnaissance-level  study  of  alternatives  for  flood  control  and  related  purposes  in  the  Yuba  River 
watershed  was  completed,  and  a  cost-shared  feasibility  study  was  initiated. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  for  completion  of  the  feasibility  study  and  initiation  of  Preconstruction 
Engineering  and  Design. 

Sacramento  River  Watershed  Manaoement  Study 

The  Board,  by  Resolution  No.  95-4  dated  February  17, 1995,  requested  the  Corps  to  initiate  a  new  study 
to  evaluate  the  full  Sacramento  River  Flood  Control  Project.  Working  in  cooperation  with  other  federal 
and  State  agencies  and  public  interests,  this  reconnaissance  study  will  lead  to  a  comprehensive 
watershed  management  plan  that  considers  flood  control  project  modification  or  reconfigurations  and 
evaluates  opportunities  to  restore  environmental  condKions.  The  plan  will  be  coordinated  and/or 
integrated  with  existing  studies  and  activities  such  as  the  Sacramento  River  Banl(  Protection  Project  and 
the  Upper  Sacramento  River  Fisheries  and  Riparian  IHabitat  Management  Plan. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  to  initiate  this  study. 

Colusa  Basin  Drain  Drainaoe  Svstem  Study 

The  Colusa  Basin  Drainage  District  has  requested  the  Corps  to  conduct  a  reconnaissarv:e  study  of  water 
resource  problems  of  the  Colusa  Basin  Drain  and  tributaries  located  about  50  miles  northwest  of 
Sacramento.  Flooding  problems  in  the  t>asin  are  due  to  inadequate  channel  capacities  of  the  drain  and 
tributaries  causing  extensive  urban  and  agricultural  damage.  Also,  moderately  high  stages  in  the 
Sacramento  River  preverrt  gravity  flow  from  the  drain  to  the  river  causing  widespread  flooding  in  the 
basin. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  to  initiate  this  study. 

B.   Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta 

Sacramento-San  Joaouin  Delta  Investigation 

The  study  area  is  located  in  Sacramento,  Yolo,  San  Joaquin,  Contra  Costa  and  Solano  Counties  and 
extends  from  the  southern  limits  of  tfie  City  of  Sacramento  to  Tracy,  and  from  the  City  of  Stockton  west 
to  Suisun  Bay.  The  area  consists  of  about  700,000  acres  of  land  segregated  irrto  some  100  tracts  and 
islands,  bounded  by  interconnecting  waterways,  which  are  confined  by  1,100  miles  of  levees.  A  critical 
need  for  levee  rehabilitation  throughout  the  Delta  exists.  Ttie  most  recent  levee  failures  in  the  study  area 
were  in  February  1986,  which  caused  damages  estimated  at  $17  million. 

The  study  is  devetoping  a  region-wide  plan  for  Corps  involvement  in  the  Delta  that  links  with  the  planning 
efforts  of  other  agencies  and  includes  flood  control,  environmental  restoration,  and  navigation. 

The  Board  supports  funding  to  continue  this  study. 
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South  Sacramento  County  Streams 

These  streams  are  located  in  the  southerty  portions  of  the  City  of  Sacramento  and  County  of 
Sacramento.  The  existing  flood  control  projects  in  Sacramento  do  not  adequately  address  the  flood 
issues  In  this  rapidly  developing  area.  Levees  along  Morrison  Creel<  and  tributaries  provide  less  than 
a  100-year  level  of  flood  protection.  The  investigation  also  addresses  the  risk  of  flooding  of  the 
Sacramento  Regional  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant.  Potential  projects  include  a  combination  of  channel 
and  levee  improvements  and  detention  facilities. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  to  continue  this  study. 

Western  Delta  Islands  (Contra  Costa,  Sacramento) 

The  study  area  consists  of  Twitchell  Island  in  the  Western  Delta  area  in  Sacramento  County.  This  island 
is  at  risk  of  flooding  due  to  levee  instability.  Failure  of  this  island  could  cause  saltwater  intaision  far  into 
the  Delta  rendering  the  water  unsuitable  for  agricultural  and  domestic  uses  and  further  adversely 
impacting  existing  invaluable  fish  and  wildlife  habitat.  The  study  will  emphasize  both  flood  damage 
prevention  and  environmental  restoration. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  to  continue  this  study. 

C.  San  Joaquin  River  Basin 

This  survey,  authorized  in  1 964,  will  investigate  the  problems  of  flood  control,  irrigation,  municipal  water 
supply,  power,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife.  Flooding  is  a  major  problem  and  during  the  severe 
floods  of  1969,  1983,  and  1986,  the  area  experienced  extensive  damages.  The  following  are  interim 
studies  supported  for  funding  in  Fiscal  Year  1 997. 

Arroyo  Pasaiero  (Fresno) 

A  feasibility  study  is  underway  for  the  Arroyo  Pasajero  watershed  near  Coalinga,  California  in  southwest 
Fresno  County.  Updated  hydrologic  and  sedimentation  studies  now  reveal  that  both  the  estimated 
sediment  loads  and  storm  volumes  are  several  times  greater  than  original  design  estimates.  There  are 
several  public  facilities  in  the  floodplain  including  the  California  Aqueduct,  Lemoore  Naval  Air  Station, 
Interstate  5,  and  Highway  1 98.  The  lands  east  of  the  California  Aqueduct  are  subject  to  flood  damage 
as  well  as  the  Aqueduct. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  to  continue  this  study. 

Stockton  Metropolitan  Area 

The  study  area  is  located  in  the  City  of  Stockton  and  vicinity  within  portions  of  Calaveras,  San  Joaquin, 
and  Stanislaus  Counties.  The  study  area  extends  from  the  Calaveras  River,  Mormon  Slough,  and  Bear 
Creek  and  tributaries  area  north  of  Stockton  to  the  Littlejohns  Creek  and  Farmington  areas  southeast 
of  Stockton.  The  reconnaissance  study  will  determine  if  a  federal  flood  control  interest  exists.  The  study 
will  also  examine  a  request  to  transfer  ownership  of  Farmington  Dam  to  the  Stockton  East  Water  District. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  to  continue  this  study. 
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II.     Preconstructlon  Engineering  and  Design 

A.  American  River  Watershed 

The  Board  and  the  Department  of  Water  Resources  acted  as  the  nonfederal  sponsor  for  the  Feasibility 
Study  on  the  American  River  Watershed  which  has  been  completed.  Supplemental  information  has  been 
developed  and  the  Division  Engineer's  recommendations  were  recently  released.  The  proposed  project 
will  increase  flood  protection  to  the  greater  Sacramento  area. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  to  continue  preliminary  engineering  and  design. 

B.  Kaweah  River  (Tulare  County) 

The  study  is  to  evaluate  the  feasibility  to  provide  additional  storage  at  Lake  Kaweah  (Terminus  Dam)  for 
increased  flood  protection  ($1 ,300,000).  Seismic  stability  is  a  concern  and  a  separate  study  ($1 ,000,000) 
is  needed. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  for  preconstructlon  engineering  and  design  and  seismic  analysis. 

III.    Construction  -  General 

A.  Marvsville/Yuba  City  Levee  Reconstruction 

The  Sacramento  River  Flood  Control  Project  was  authorized  in  1917  and  modified  by  various  Flood 
Control  and/or  River  Harbor  Acts  in  1928,  1937,  and  1941. 

This  program  will  reconstruct  44  miles  of  the  134  miles  of  levees  which  protect  the  MarysvilleA'uba  City 
area.  The  program  will  be  cost  shared  with  a  numtier  of  local  agencies.  A  Project  Cooperation 
Agreement  was  executed  in  July  1994.  The  first  of  three  construction  contracts  was  awarded  in  July 
1995. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  for  continued  construction. 

B.  Merced  County  Streams 

This  project,  authorized  in  1970,  will  provide  flood  protection  for  the  City  of  Merced  and  adjacent 
suburban  and  agricultural  lands.  Castle  Dam  has  been  completed.  Funds  are  for  preparing  engineering 
and  environmental  documents  leading  to  construction  of  addKional  proposed  flood  protection 
improvements  for  Merced. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  for  continued  construction  activities. 

C.  Sacramento  River  Bank  Protection 

The  project,  authorized  in  1 960,  is  a  long-range  federal-State  effort  to  preserve  the  existing  project  levee 
system  of  the  Sacramento  River.  These  existing  levees  offer  flood  protection  along  192  miles  of  the 
Sacramento  River  between  Collinsville  (In  the  Delta)  and  Chico  Landing.  The  Sacramento  River  Bank 
Protection  Project  work  consists  of  providing  some  form  of  bank  stabilization  at  those  points  which  are 
identified  each  year  as  the  most  critical.  Emphasis  is  currently  on  erosion  control  work  along  the 
American  River. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  for  continued  construction. 
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0.  Mid-Vallev  Area  Levee  Reconstruction 

The  project  is  located  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Sacramento  River  Flood  Control  System  in  Sutter  and 
Yolo  Counties  in  north-central  California  The  area  includes  the  Sacramento  River,  Knights  Landing 
Ridge  Cut,  and  Sutter  Bypass  and  the  communities  of  Knights  Landing  and  Bobbins.  An  evaluation  of 
about  240  miles  of  the  Sacramento  River  Flood  Control  Project  levees  In  the  Mid-Valley  area  identified 
about  20  miles  of  levees  that  are  stmcturally  deficient  and  require  reconstaiction. 

The  Board  will  act  as  the  local  sponsor  for  reconstruction  work.  A  Project  Cooperation  Agreement  will 
be  executed  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  currently  scheduled  for  June  1996. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  to  initiate  construction. 

E.  Lower  Sacramento  Area  Levee  Reconstruction 

The  project  is  located  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Sacramento  River  Flood  Control  System  in 
Sacramento  County  in  north-central  California  The  area  includes  the  lower  Sacramento  River  and  its 
distributary  sloughs  and  the  town  of  Claricsburg.  An  evaluation  of  about  295  miles  of  the  Sacramento 
River  Flood  Control  Project  levees  in  the  Lower  Sacramento  area  identified  about  47  miles  of  levees  that 
are  structurally  deficient.  The  project  Includes  reconstmctlng  about  2  miles  of  these  levees. 

The  Board  will  act  as  the  local  sponsor  for  reconstruction  wortc.  A  Project  Cooperation  Agreement  will 
be  executed  prior  to  initiation  of  construction. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  for  construction  activities. 

F.  Sacramento  River  Flood  Control 

This  project  was  authorized  in  1917  cind  modified  by  various  Flood  Control  and/or  River  Hartxjr  Acts  in 
1928,  1937,  and  1941.  The  project  comprises  a  comprehensive  system  of  levees,  overflow  weirs, 
drainage  pumping  plants,  and  flood  bypass  channels,  extending  along  the  Sacramento  River  from 
Collinsville  to  Chico  Landing.  Levees  in  the  Upper  Sacramento  Area  were  evaluated  and  12  miles 
determined  to  be  deficient  and  requiring  reconstruction. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  for  construction. 

G.  Sacramento  River  at  Glenn-Colusa  irriaation  District  (Glenn) 

This  project  involves  restoration  of  the  hydraulic  characteristics  of  the  main  channel  of  the  Sacramento 
River.  The  Corps  is  conducting  the  engineering  and  design  of  works  to  restore  the  elevation  of  the 
Sacramento  River  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Glenn-Colusa  Imgation  District  intake  to  conditions  existing  prior 
to  the  flood  of  1 970  to  complement  fish  screen  remedial  work  t>eing  developed  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  under  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  for  initiating  construction  activities. 

H.  Upper  Sacramento  River  -  Murphy  Slough 

The  congressional  direction  for  the  Upper  Sacramento  Fish  and  Wildlife  Habitat  reconnaissance  study 
focussed  on  environmental  restoration  rather  than  an  integrated  flood  plan.  While  we  still  believe  flood 
control  is  an  integral  part  of  necessary  studies,  we  support  the  study  results. 
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It  is  recommended  that  a  demonstration  project  for  river  restoration  in  accordance  with  Section  11 35  of 
WRDA  1986  be  developed  on  the  upper  Sacramento  River  near  Murpfiy  Slough.  The  site  has  tieen 
selected  from  the  present  reconnaissance  study.  State  funding  may  be  available  providing  the  1135 
project  is  a  restoration  effort  related  to  the  Sacramento  River  Flood  Control  Project 

The  Board  recommends  funding  for  this  project 

I.     China  Island  Habitat  Restoration 

As  an  outgrowth  of  the  reconnaissance  report  on  the  San  Joaquin  River  Mainstem  study,  it  is  strongly 
urged  that  a  separate  environmental  restoration  project  be  developed  substantially  consistent  with  the 
Section  1 135  of  the  WRDA  1986  program.  The  locally  preferred  restoration  site  is  l<nown  as  China  Island 
and  would  involve  restoring  historic  wetlands  and  riparian  habitat  on  about  3,300  acres  of  land  southwest 
of  the  San  Joaquin  River  above  Its  confluence  with  the  Merced  River. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  for  this  project. 

J.    West  Sacramento 

The  Board  is  the  nonfederal  sponsor  for  the  West  Sacramento  flood  control  project  which  was  authorized 
for  construction  by  WRDA  1992. 

The  Board  supports  funding  to  continue  construction. 

K.   Yolo  Basin  Wetlands  (Davis  Site) 

The  project  area  is  located  next  to  the  Yolo  Bypass  which  is  an  operative  feature  of  the  Sacramento  River 
Flood  Control  Project.  Tfie  Yolo  Bypass  extends  43  miles  from  Fremont  Weir  on  tfie  Sacramento  River, 
south  to  the  town  of  Rio  Vista  where  it  rejoins  the  river.  The  Davis  site  will  be  396  acres  of  mostly 
permanent  wetlands. 

The  project  was  initiated  in  1991  with  funds  added  by  Congress  to  the  Fiscal  Year  1991  Appropriations 
Act. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  for  continuing  construction. 

L.    Magpie  Creek  (Sacramento) 

Magpie  and  Don  Julio  Creeks  are  located  in  Sacramento  County,  McClellan  AFB  and  City  of  sacramento. 
The  flood  control  project  will  consist  of  channel  improvements  to  increase  the  level  of  flood  protection 
within  the  City  and  County  of  Sacramento.  The  Feasibility  Study  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  mkl- 
FY-96.  The  fkxjd  control  project  will  tie  into  flood  control  improvement  wori<  on  McClellan  AFB,  which 
is  scheduled  to  finalize  design  and  start  constmctkMi  on-base  in  FY-97. 

The  Board  recommends  funding  for  construction. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
AUBURN-FOLSOM  SOUTH  UNIT 
AMERICAN  RIVER  WATERSHED 

WITNESS 
WALTER  SHULTZ,  DIRECTOR,  AMERICAN  RIVER  AUTHORITY 

Ms.  Tennis.  Our  next  speaker  is  from  the  American  River  Au- 
thority, Walter  Shultz,  the  Director. 

Mr.  Shultz.  CJood  morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and  committee  mem- 
bers. I  represent  the  area  that  runs  roughly  between  the  State  cap- 
ital of  Nevada  and  the  State  capital  of  California.  The  American 
River  Authority  also  includes  not  only  El  Dorado  County  and  Plac- 
er County,  two  neighboring  counties,  but  also  San  Jaoquin  County. 

It  is  very  hard  to  condense  down.  Of  course  we  have  submitted 
written  testimony,  but  to  condense  down  30  years  of  frustration  of 
the  people  that  I  represent  into  just  a  few  minutes,  but  I  will  try 
very  hard  to  do  that. 

For  30  years  this  vital  project  has  been  held  in  a  state  of  denial 
by  misguided  influence  of  a  delusional  generation  that  believed 
that  a  raging  river  is  more  environmentally  beneficial  than  a  well- 
regulated  river.  Now  the  silent,  patient  majority  is  no  longer  will- 
ing to  accept  the  inevitable  event.  We  have  a  poll  in  the  local  news- 
papers that  indicate  that  62  percent,  56  percent,  61  percent,  75 
percent  in  our  county,  these  are  four  areas  within  the  region,  want 
a  multipurpose  dam  but  we  are  willing  to  begin  with  a  flood  control 
facility  because  that  is  the  most  serious  problem. 

The  whole  region  is  holding  its  breath  for  an  acceptance  signal 
from  you  to  begin  solving  the  disaster  before  it  happens,  and  the 
minute  you  do  send  that  signal  and  the  first  shovel  is  turned,  the 
region  will  take  up  the  slack  and  finish  the  job  standing  on  the 
shoulders  of  what  you  have  started. 

I  kind  of  smiled  when  I  heard  Congressman  Doman  talking 
about  the  impression  it  made  on  Congressman  Fazio  about 
Disneyland  and  rescuing  Mini  Mouse,  and  so  that  kind  of  reminded 
me  of  what  may  happen  when  the  capital,  with  the  largest  popu- 
lation in  the  State  of  the  Union,  is  under  5  to  15  feet  of  water. 

I  have  been  a  hardened  old  insurance  man  for  33  years.  The 
seven-tenths  of  a  billion  that  we  are  asking  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment for  for  this  overall  project  is  a  microscopic  premium  compared 
to  $20  to  $40  billion  in  human,  environmental,  and  economic  disas- 
ter. 

I  want  to  thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity  to  try  to  con- 
dense 30  years  of  frustration. 

[The  statements  of  Mr.  Nutting  and  Mr.  Horton  follow:] 
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A     .       American 

"/S-^       RrVER  c/o  PLACER  COUI/rY  WATER  AGENCY 

•y^"^^       AUTHORnr  P.O.  box  eSVO,  auburn  CA  956O4  (916)  823-4860 


Februaiy27,  1996 

Honorable  John  T.  Meyers,  Chairman 

Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

o'o  Office  of  Congressman  John  Doolittle 

1 526  Longworth  House  OfiBce  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Subject:  "California  Water  Day,"  March  6,  1 996 

Dear  Mr.  Meyers: 

On  behalf  of  five  members  of  the  American  River  Authority  (ARA)  (Placer  County,  El  Dorado 
County,  San  Joaquin  County,  Placer  County  Water  Agency  and  El  Dorado  County  Water  Agency), 
I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  information  regarding  the  Auburn  Dam  and  the  American 
River  to  you  and  your  committee  relevant  to  "California  Water  Day." 

The  goal  of  the  ARA  is  the  efficient  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  American  River  for 
the  economic  development  and  prosperity  of  our  region  given  its  semi-arid  climate.  We  believe  that 
the  completion  of  a  Multi-Purpose  Auburn  Dam,  started  in  1965,  is  consistent  with  current 
environmental  needs  and  other  societal  needs  of  the  regjoa  In  1965,  the  primary  focus  of  the  Auburn 
Dam  project  was  to  supply  raw  water  for  the  agricultural  needs  in  the  Sacramento  and  San  Joaquin 
Valley  and  flood  control  for  Sacramento.  This  is  still  an  important  aspect  of  the  Auburn  Dam,  but 
in  1996,  there  are  a  number  of  additional  needs  for  the  Auburn  Project  which  are  briefly  described 
as  foUows: 

n  Flood  Control: 

The  greater  Sacramento  area  is  a  community  at  risk  and  will  be  under  5'  to  20'  of  flooded  water 
someday  if  proper  steps  are  not  taken  soon.  Only  a  dam  at  Auburn  can  provide  protection  against 
a  500-year  flood  event.  The  other  alternatives  not  only  provide  significantly  less  protection  but 
adversely  impact  water  supply  as  well,  increasing  the  divisiveness  between  enviroiunental  values  and 
economic  prosperity.  Folsom  Dam  provides  protection  against  a  70-year  event  even  though  it  was 
supposed  to  be  at  the  200-year  level.  The  conununity  believed  this  and  developed  accordingly  until 
the  storm  of  1986. 

2^  Water  Supplv: 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  just  released  a  comprehensive  study  of  water  needs  in  the  inunediate  area 
below  Auburn  that  shows  a  need  for  an  additional  500,000  acre  feet  by  the  year  2030.  In  addition, 
on  a  statewide  basis,  the  State  Department  of  Water  Resources  predicts  a  shonage,  ranging  fi-om  4 
million  acre  feet  per  year  to  9  million  acre  feet  per  year  in  30  years.  In  addition  to  this,  both  the 
Lower  American  River  and  the  entire  Bay-Delta  System  need  water  for  environmental  purposes. 
With  a  dam  being  the  only  solution  to  flood  control  problems,  conuiwn  sense  leads  to  a  multi-purpose 
project  that  will  also  help  solve  the  State's  water  problems. 
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3^  Folsom  Dam  and  Reservoir: 

Folsom  Dam  (Folsom)  on  the  American  River  has  the  highest  ratio  of  average  annual  runoflF  to 
storage  capacity  of  any  reservoir  in  California.  Since  Folsom  was  designed  in  the  late  1940's,  the 
hydrologjc  record  has  shown  much  higher  flows  than  originally  thought.  From  1956  to  1996,  Folsom 
Dam  and  Reservoir  functioned  as  a  multi-purpose  project  providing  water,  power,  flood  control,  and 
recreation.  At  one  time  Folsom  was  the  State's  most  popular  park,  until  the  flood  of  1986  followed 
by  years  of  drought,  and  now  combined  with  re-operation  to  provide  more  and  more  space  for  flood 
water.  A  multi-purpose  Auburn  Dam  would  provide  the  stabilization  of  Folsom  Reservoir,  and  it 
would  enhance  the  ability  of  Folsom  Dam  and  Reservoir  to  provide  flood  control,  water,  power,  and 
recreation. 

4)  Central  Valley  Project: 

The  Federal  Government  is  currently  going  through  the  environmental  analysis  phase  of  the  Central 
Valley  Improvement  Act  as  directed  by  Congress.  We  believe  that  a  new  water  supply,  such  as  the 
Auburn  Dam  and  Reservoir,  would  be  very  helpful  in  meeting  some  of  the  demands  of  this  legislation. 

It  would  seem  that  the  Federal  Government  as  well  as  local  communities  should  be  keenly  interested 
in  developing  additional  water  resources  in  order  to  meet  its  many  contracts,  and  should  be  a  strong 
supporter  of  the  Auburn  Dam. 

These  comments  are  purposely  brief  and  to  the  point.  These  and  other  water  resource  issues  ARA 
staff  would  be  pleased  to  elaborate  upon  at  your  request.  There  are  follow  up  reports  that  can  be 
made  available  if  more  details  are  desired  from  ARA  Staff  Chief  Engineer  Jack  Warren  or  Executive 
Direaor  David  Breiunger.  They  can  be  reached  by  phone  at  (916)  823-4860  or  FAX  at  (916)  823- 
4960. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  respond. 

Sincerely, 

ICAN  RIVER  AUTHORITY 


RJN\rW\km 

cc:       Congressman  John  Doolittle 
ARA  Board  of  Directors 
Merv  de  Haas 
John  Pulver 
Ed  Schnabel 
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Honorable  John  T.  Meyers,  Chairman 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and 

Water  Development 
c/o  Office  of  Congressman  John  Doolittle 
1 526  Longworth  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Subject:  Testimony  by  Edward  Horton,  Chairman,  Placer  County  Water  Agency, 

Regarding  Support  for  an  Expandable  Multi-Purpose  Auburn  Dam 

Mr.  Chairman: 

On  behalf  of  the  Placer  County  Water  Agency  I  respectfully  submit,  as  Chairman,  the  following 
testimony  regarding  water  resource  related  issues  facing  Placer  County  upon  which  the  Subcommittee 
is  in  a  position  to  consider  action  and  in  particular  support  for  Congressman  John  Doolittle's 
legislation  for  an  expandable,  multi-purpose  Auburn  Dam  on  the  North  Fork  American  River.  I 
appreciate  this  opportunity  and  your  consideration  of  my  comments. 

MULTI-PURPOSE  AUBURN  DAM 

The  Placer  County  Water  Agency  has  supported  the  construction  of  a  multi-purpose  Auburn  Dam  for 
30  years.  This  project  is  vital  to  the  interests  of  the  Placer/Sacramento  region,  the  State  of  California 
and  the  United  States  Government. 

(1)  New  Flood  Control: 

The  greater  Sacramento  area  is  at  serious  risk  of  being  flooded  under  5'  to  20'  of  water  someday  if 
proper  steps  are  not  taken  soon.  Sacramento  has  the  lowest  level  of  flood  protection  for  any 
community  of  its  size  in  the  nation.  Only  a  multi-purpose  dam  at  Aubum  can  provide  an  adequate 
level  of  protection.  The  other  alternatives  for  flood  control  not  only  provide  significantly  less 
protection  but  adversely  impact  the  region's  water  supply  as  well,  increasing  the  divisjveness  between 
environmental  values  and  economic  prosperity.  The  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers,  The  California 
Reclamation  Board  and  Sacramento  Area  Flood  Control  Agency  support  a  flood  control  facility  at 
Aubum. 

(2)  New  Water  Supply: 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  just  released  a  comprehensive  study  of  the  water  needs  in  the  region  to 
be  served  by  Aubum  Dam  that  shows  a  need  for  an  additional  500,000  acre  feet  by  the  year  2030.  On 
a  statewide  basis,  the  California  Department  of  Water  Resources  predicts  a  shortage,  ranging  from 

Water  Conservation  Is  A  Moral  Obligation 
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4  million  acre  feet  per  year  to  9  million  acre  feet  per  year  in  30  years.  In  addition,  recent  studies  show 
that  both  the  Lower  American  River  and  the  Bay-Delta  System  need  vast  amounts  of  additional  water 
for  a  variety  of  purposes.  With  a  dam  being  the  only  effective  solution  to  the  flood  control  problem, 
future  expandability  of  the  structure  to  a  multi-purpose  project  is  critical  to  solving  some  of  the  water 
problems  of  the  region,  State  and  Federal  governments. 

(3)  Interim  Pumping  Facilities: 

The  Placer  County  Water  Agency  constructed  the  Middle  Fork  American  River  Project,  including  two 
major  reservoirs,  five  powerhouses  and  diversion  facilities  for  its  water  rights  at  Auburn  in  the  mid 
1960's. 

The  Agency,  at  the  request  of  the  Federal  government,  eliminated  the  construction  of  a  third  major 
storage  reservoir  and  hydroelectric  plant  to  be  known  as  the  American  Bar  Dam  and  Reservoir,  from 
our  Middle  Fork  Project.  This  concession  was  done  to  allow  the  Federal  government  to  make  room  for 
a  2.3  million  acre  feet,  multi-purpose  Auburn  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

In  exchange  the  Bureau  entered  into  a  CVP  contract  obligation  to  provide  the  Agency  1 1 7,000  acre  feet 
a  year  of  water  from  the  North  Fork  American  Ri\'er.  Another  agreement  pro\'ided  for  the  Bureau  to 
remove  the  Agency's  existing  initial  permanent  pump  station  and  facilities  for  pumping  water  to  the 
inlet  of  the  Agency's  existing  Auburn  Diversion  Tunnel.  The  tunnel  built  30  years  ago  is  250  feet 
above  the  American  River  near  the  proposed  Auburn  Dam  site.  The  tunnel  is  three  miles  long,  12  feet 
in  diameter  and  has  a  capacity  of  450  cubic  feet  per  second  to  supply  water  for  the  municipal,  industrial 
and  agricultural  needs  in  Placer  County. 

Today,  the  Agency  requires  year  round,  reliable  access  to  our  American  River  water  holdings.  The 
United  States  is  under  contract  to  the  Agency  to  provide  the  Agency  access  to  its  American  River 
water.  To  meet  this  obligation  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  installs  a  replacement  pump  station  annually 
with  a  temporary,  non-reliable,  non-year  round  pumping  facility.  Not  only  does  this  temporary  facility 
cost  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Federal  government  dollars  annually,  but  it  must  be  removed  each 
winter  to  avoid  even  further  damage  due  to  annual  flooding  of  the  pump  site.  This  annual  removal 
leaves  the  Agency  without  a  reliable  water  supply  for  many  months  each  year. 

The  Bureau  has  completed  a  preliminary  concept  design  for  the  replacement  of  the  Agency's  American 
River  Pump  Station  and  Congressman  Doolittle  has  included  funding  for  the  interim  facility  in  his 
Auburn  Dam  legislation. 

(4)  State  Highway  49  Road  and  Bridge  Alignment  and  Relocation: 

The  relocation  of  State  Highway  49  along  with  the  improvement  of  existing  connecting  roads  and 
intersections  to  handle  the  redirected  traffic  is  an  essential  part  of  the  Auburn  Dam  project.  The 
Agency  and  the  County  of  Placer  support  the  provisions  contained  in  Congressman  Doolittle's 
proposed  Auburn  Dam  legislation  regarding  this  matter. 
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(5)        Folsom  Dam  Safety  and  Resen'oir  Re-operations: 

Folsom  Dam  and  Reser\'oir  (Folsom)  on  the  American  River  has  the  highest  ratio  of  average  annual 
runoff  to  storage  capacity  of  any  reser\'oir  in  the  CVP  system.  From  1956  to  1986,  Folsom  functioned 
as  a  multi-purpose  project  providing  high  levels  of  water  supply,  recreation  and  power,  as  well  as  flood 
control  within  the  watershed.  The  Folsom  State  Park  was  California's  most  popular  recreation  area 
until  the  flood  of  1986  and  subsequent  re-operation  drastically  changed  its  function.  Since  Folsom  was 
designed  in  the  late  1 940's,  the  hydrologic  record  has  shown  much  higher  average  and  flood  flows  than 
originally  thought.  Today,  because  Folsom  has  such  a  high  probability  of  refilling,  it  is  regularly 
drained  to  meet  new  demands  for  Sacramento  flood  control  and  early  year  Delta  environmental  needs. 
This  operation  is  well  beyond  its  design  intent.  The  result  is  that  local  drought  water  supply  reliability 
and  recreation  have  been  sacrificed  and  such  re-operation  must  cease  with  completion  of  a  new  Auburn 
dam. 

The  Agency  recognizes  the  importance  of  assuring  the  safety  and  reliability  of  Folsom  Dam.  Last 
year's  flood  gate  failure  on  Folsom  Dam  was  a  sharp  reminder  of  the  need  for  periodic  safety 
re-evaluations  and  improvements  as  needed,  as  well  as  adequate  annual  preventative  maintenance.  The 
Agency  supports  the  provisions  contained  in  Congressman  Doolirtle's  proposed  Auburn  Dam 
legislation  regarding  this  matter. 

Construction  of  a  multi-purpose  Auburn  Dam  as  proposed  in  Congressman  Doolittle's  legislation 
would  greatly  increase  the  ability  of  the  American  River  system  to  meet  all  of  the  demands  being 
placed  upon  it  and  still  allow  for  the  stabilization  of  Folsom  so  it  can  continue  to  provide  dry  year 
water  supply  and  recreation  benefits  to  Placer  County  and  the  Sacramento  region. 


Sincerely, 


PLACER  COUNTY  WATER.A^NCY 


Edward  Horton ' 

Chairman,  PCWA  Board  of  Directors 


EH/EM/cs 

pc:        Congressman  John  T.  Doolittle 
PCWA  Board  of  Directors 
County  of  Placer  Board  of  Supervisors 
American  River  Authority  Board  of  Directors 
David  Breninger,  General  Manager 
Don  Lunsford,  Placer  County  Executive  Director 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
SACRAMENTO  RIVER  GRADIENT 
HAMILTON  CITY  PUMPING  PLANT 
STONEY  CREEK  SIPHON 

WITNESS 

DONALD  BRANSFORD,  PRESIDENT,  GLENN-COLUSA  IRRIGATION  DIS- 
TRICT 

Ms.  Tennis.  We  will  move  to  number  five,  Don  Bransford,  fi-om 
the  Glenn-Colusa  irrigation  district. 

Mr.  Bransford.  My  name  is  Donald  Bransford.  Grood  morning. 
I  am  a  rice  farmer  from  Colusa  County  and  President  of  the  Board 
of  Directors  of  the  Glenn-Colusa  irrigation  district. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  this  morning  re- 
garding the  Federal  funding  priorities  for  Glenn-Colusa,  and  I  ap- 
preciate the  subcommittee's  past  efforts  to  address  our  concerns, 
particularly  those  of  Congressman  Vic  Fazio,  who  represents  our 
area,  and  Congressman  Frank  Riggs,  whose  district  is  just  to  the 
west  of  us.  The  district  is  one  of  the  largest  and  oldest  diversions 
of  water  on  the  Sacramento  River. 

On  behalf  of  Glenn-Colusa,  I  respectfully  request  you  provide 
$4.3  million  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  fiscal  year  1997  to 
advance  work  on  a  permanent  new  fish  screen  at  the  Hamilton 
City  Pumping  Plant.  It  is  our  understanding  this  amount  will  be 
included  in  the  President's  budget. 

For  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Glenn-Colusa  requests 
the  committee's  support  of  an  appropriation  of  $1  million  to  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  work  on  the  gradient  restoration 
project. 

Finally,  the  district  requests  an  earmark,  from  within  the  funds 
made  available  for  refuge  water  supply,  $2  million  to  initiate  de- 
sign and  feasibility  studies  to  supply  water  year-round  to  three  na- 
tional wildlife  refuges  that  cover  over  20,000  acres  in  the  district 
service  areas. 

Thank  you  for  your  past  support  and  thank  you  for  your  consid- 
eration. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Bransford  follows:] 


2»-641    0-86- 
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GLENN-COLUSA 

IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

WATER  RIGHTS  SINCE  1883 
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United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

Statement  of  Mr.  Donald  Bransford 

President 

Glenn-Colusa  Irrigation  District 

March  6.  1996 


Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  my  name  is  Don  Bransford.    I 
am  a  rice  farmer  from  Colusa  County,  California,  and  I  am  President  of  the  Board  of 
Directors  of  the  Glenn-Colusa  Irrigation  District  (GCID). 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  this  morning  regarding  the 
federal  funding  priorities  for  GCID.    I  also  appreciate  the  Subcommittee's  past 
efforts  to  address  our  concerns,  particularly  the  efforts  of  Congressman  Vic  Fazio, 
who  represents  our  area,  and  Congressman  Frank  Riggs,  whose  District  is  just  to 
the  West  of  us. 

GCID  is  the  largest  and  one  of  the  oldest  diverters  of  water  from  the 
Sacramento  River.    The  District  delivers  water  to  approximately  1,200  families  who 
have  about  141,000  acres  of  land  in  cultivation  in  Glenn  and  Colusa  Counties. 

The  agricultural  activities  supported  by  the  District  help  sustain  an  estimated 
12,000  jobs  in  the  region  and  generate  $255,000,000  in  economic  activity  per 
year. 

The  District  is  also  the  sole  source  of  surface  water  for  three  wildlife  refuges 
--  the  Sacramento,  Delevan  and  Colusa  National  Wildlife  Refuges  --  that  cover  some 
20,000  acres  in  the  heart  of  the  Sacramento  Valley. 

The  District  is  firmly  committed  to  obtaining  lasting  protection  of  the  winter- 
run  salmon  and  other  fishery  resources  at  the  Hamilton  City  Pumping  Plant. 
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Over  the  last  several  years,  the  District  has  invested  over  $2,000,000  on  the 
construction  of  an  interim  flat-plate  fish  screen  and  other  improvements  to  provide 
immediate  protection  to  the  endangered  winter-run  chinook  salmon  and  other  fish 
species.    Since  the  installation  of  the  flat-plate  fish  screen,  there  have  been  no  fish 
taken  at  the  GCID  pumping  plant.   We  are  operating  under  a  zero  take  limit  for  the 
winter  run  chinook  salmon,  and  constant  monitoring  has  revealed  no  evidence  of 
take  having  occurred  at  the  plant. 

While  the  new  flat-plate  screen,  installed  in  late  1993,  has  been  very 
effective,  it  is  only  an  interim  solution.    Permanent  protection  is  needed.    Without  a 
new  permanent  fish  screen,  the  District  will  continue  to  face  pumping  restrictions 
that  will  hold  water  deliveries  by  the  District  to  just  65  percent  of  the  District's  full 
water  entitlement. 

And,  unlike  some  other  projects  authorized  in  the  Central  Valley  Project 
Improvement  Act  (CVPIA),  the  availability  of  non-federal  cost-sharing  is  not  in 
doubt  at  GCID.    The  District  has  set  aside  $5,500,000  to  date  to  help  pay  for  the 
non-federal,  25  percent  cost-share  of  a  new  permanent  fish  screen.    We  are  ready 
and  able  to  cost  share  any  federal  funds  provided  by  this  Committee. 

On  behalf  of  GCID,  the  fishery  and  all  of  those  whose  economic  fate  is  tied 
to  the  recovery  of  the  winter  run  salmon,  I  respectfully  request  that  you  provide 
$4,300,000  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  fiscal  year  1997  to  advance  work  on 
a  permanent  new  fish  screen  at  the  Hamilton  City  Pumping  Plant.    I  am  please,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  be  able  to  inform  you  that,  for  the  first  time,  the  full  request  is 
anticipated  to  be  included  in  the  president's  budget  request. 

Specifically,  an  allocation  of  $4,300,000  is  needed  to  complete  the 
environmental  reviews  and  the  design  and  engineering  work,  and  to  initiate 
construction  on  this  important  project. 

According  to  the  state  and  federal  fishery  resource  agencies,  after  the 
completion  of  the  Shasta  Temperature  Control  Device,  a  new  fish  screen  at  the 
District's  pumping  plant  is  among  the  highest  priorities  of  all  of  the  CVPIA 
authorized  activities. 

Without  such  a  commitment  of  funds,  construction  will  be  delayed.    That 
will  mean  less  water  for  the  farmers,  a  less  speedy  recovery  of  the  fishery  and  less 
revenue  for  the  federal  Treasury,  all  because  of  reduced  water  deliveries.    Failure  to 
provide  the  funds  necessary  to  advance  the  project  represents  a  lose-lose-lose 
proposition.    It  is  bad  for  the  taxpayers,  it  is  bad  for  the  farmers  and  it  is  bad  for 
the  fishery  resource.    Again,  I  urge  you  to  provide  an  allocation  of  $4,300,000  to 
keep  the  project  moving  forward  on  an  optimum  schedule. 


1862 


For  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  GCID  requests  the  Committee's 
support  of  an  appropriation  of  $1,000,000  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue 
work  on  the  Sacramento  River  gradient  or  riffle  restoration  project.    Construction  of 
the  gradient  restoration  project  has  become  increasingly  important.    It  will  improve 
the  safe  passage  of  winter  run  chinook  salmon  and  other  fish  in  that  reach  of  the 
Sacramento  River  by  stabilizing  the  river  elevation.    This  is  critical  to  the 
effectiveness  of  what  is  anticipated  to  be  the  preferred  alternative  for  a  new  fish 
screen  at  GCID's  pumping  plant. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  GCID  requests  that  the  Subcommittee  earmari<,  from 
within  the  funds  made  available  for   refuge  water  supply,  $2,000,000  to  initiate 
design  and  feasibility  studies  to  construct  a  siphon  across  Stony  Creek.    This 
project  will  enable  the  District  to  make  year-round  water  deliveries  to  the  three 
National  Wildlife  Refuges  in  the  GCID  service  territory  as  well  as  make  Stony  Creek 
available  for  possible  development  as  a  new  site  for  spawning  habitat.    It  will  also 
allow  water  deliveries  during  the  winter  for  crop  diversification  and  to  expand  the 
acreage  that  is  flooded  for  rice  straw  decomposition  and  wildlife  habitat. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  on  behalf  of  GCID,  I  would 
like  to  express  my  appreciation  for  your  past  support  of  our  efforts  to  address  the 
fish  bypass  problem  at  the  Hamilton  City  Pumping  Plant,  and  I  respectfully  request 
your  support  once  again  in  the  fiscal  year  1997  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Appropriations  Act. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 
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Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  intend  to  interrupt  as  often  as 
I  would  like,  but  I  do  want  to  say  the  Glenn-Colusa  irrigation  dis- 
trict has  put  up  with  an  awful  lot  of  bureaucratic  impediments 
through  the  years,  but  under  the  leadership  of  Don  Bransford  and 
some  of  the  members  who  have  been  recently  elected  to  that  board, 
we  are  really  making  progress,  and  I  hope  this  committee  can  keep 
faith  with  their  efforts  at  the  local  level. 

Mr.  Bransford.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you  very  much. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

AMERICAN  RIVER  WATERSHED  PROGRAM 

SOUTH  SACRAMENTO  COUNTY  STREAMS 

SACRAMENTO  RIVER  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 

MAGPIE  CREEK 

WITNESS 

PAUL  DEVEREUX,  DIRECTOR  OF  ENGINEERING,  SACRAMENTO  AREA 
FLOOD  CONTROL  AGENCY 

Ms.  Tennis.  Moving  on  to  the  Sacramento  Area  Flood  Control 
Agency,  we  have  Paul  Devereux,  District  Engineer. 

Mr.  Devereux.  Thank  you,  members  of  the  Committee.  On  be- 
half of  the  Sacramento  Area  Flood  Control  Agency,  as  well  as  the 
400,000  people  in  the  floodplain  you  have  been  introduced  to  al- 
ready, I  am  here  to  thank  this  committee  for  its  past  support  and 
efforts,  particularly  Congressman  Fazio  for  the  work  he  has  done 
in  helping  to  solve  what  I  believe  is  Sacramento's  number  one  in- 
frastructure problem,  which  is  flood  protection. 

I  am  also  here  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  continued  appropria- 
tions for  the  American  River  Project  with  the  Corps'  estimate  of  $8 
to  $16  billion  in  potential  damages  as  well  as  the  potential  for  loss 
of  life  in  a  major  flood.  We  believe  it  is  time  to  move  forward  with 
solving  that  flood  protection  problem.  People  have  suggested  more 
studies  need  to  be  done.  I  believe  we  have  studied  the  problem  to 
death  and  it  is  now  time  to  make  a  decision  and  move  on  with  the 
project. 

The  community  supports  now  the  project  that  provides  the  high- 
est level  of  flood  protection  as  well  as  the  most  cost-effective,  which 
is  the  detention  dam  along  the  American  River. 

I  am  also  here  to  support  three  other  projects:  The  South  Sac- 
ramento Streams  feasibility  study's  funding  for  the  section  205's 
continuing  authorities  programs  so  we  can  complete  construction  or 
at  least  commence  construction  on  Magpie  Creek,  as  well  as  the 
bank  protection  work  we  need  to  do  along  the  lower  American 
River  levees. 

Thank  you  once  again  for  your  support. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Thank  you,  Paul. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Devereux  follows:] 
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Dear  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee; 

My  name  is  Paul  Devereux,  Director  of  Engineering  of  the  Sacramento  Area  Flood  Control 
Agency  (SAFCA).  I  am  here  today  representing  the  SAFCA  Board  of  Directors  as  well  as  the 
City  of  Sacramento,  County  of  Sacramento,  County  of  Sutter,  Reclamation  District  1 000  and 
the  American  River  Flood  Control  District.  I  am  also  here  representing  over  400,000 
Sacramentans  who  live  at  the  confluence  of  the  two  major  rivers  draining  much  of  Northern 
California-the  Sacramento  and  American  Rivers.  Together  we  are  soliciting  the  continued 
support  of  this  Subcommittee  to  solve  our  region's  most  critical  infrastructure  problenri- 
adequate  flood  protection.  The  recent  flooding  experienced  by  our  neighbors  to  the  north 
in  Oregon  is  a  reminder  of  the  potential  flooding  here  in  Sacramento.  Had  those  storms 
tracked  over  Central  California  -  our  flood  control  system  would  have  been  tested  to  the 
limit  and  beyond  with  the  potential  for  a  multi-billion  dollar  disaster. 

First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  Chairman  and  Subcommittee  members,  particularly 
Congressman  Vic  Fazio,  for  their  past  support  of  our  efforts  to  protect  the  citizens  and 
properties  of  the  greater  Sacramento  urban  area.  I  also  urge  your  Subcommittee  to  maintain 
federal  support  for  flood  control  and  oppose  efforts  to  significantly  reduce  the  federal  role. 
The  savings  over  the  short  term  will,  over  time,  lead  to  greater  expenditures  from  the  federal 
treasury  in  disaster  assistance  and  result  in  significant  adverse  impacts  on  the  national 
economy. 

SAFCA  supports  the  continued  funding  for  the  following  projects: 

1.  American  River  Project-$3.5  million  for  continued  Pre<onstruction,  Engineering, 
and  Design  to  address  the  most  serious  flood  risk  to  Sacramento  with  over  400,000 
residents  and  almost  $40  billion  of  property  in  the  floodplain. 

2.  South  Sacramento  Streams  Croup-$600,000  for  Feasibility  Study  to  address  flood 
risks  in  South  Sacramento  where  flooding  occurred  during  January  1 995. 

3.  Magpie  Creek  (Section  205  Small  Pro)ect)-$300,000  funding  under  the  Section  205 
Program  to  complete  Pre<;onstruction,  Engineering  and  Design  and  comnnence 
construction  as  soon  as  possible. 

4.  Sacramento  River  Bank  Protection-$6.5  million  for  Pre<onstruction,  Engineering 
and  Design  with  construction  to  start  as  soon  as  possible  to  address  serious  bank 
erosion  adjacent  to  the  American  River  levees  protecting  the  urban  core  of 
Sacramento. 

BACKGROUND 

No  river  city  in  America  faces  a  graver  threat  of  flooding  than  Sacramento.  Without 
substantial  improvement  of  the  existing  flood  control  system,  there  is  about  one  chance  in 
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four  that  Sacramento  will  be  flooded  from  the  American  River  over  the  next  thirty  years. 
A  home  in  the  floodplain  is  thus  more  likely  to  be  damaged  by  a  flood  than  a  fire  or  an 
earthquake.  Unlike  other  river  communities  who  have  days  to  raise  and  strengthen  levees 
in  anticipation  of  flood  flows,  Sacramento  has  but  a  precious  few  hours  to  react.  The 
American  River  Watershed  brings  runoff  very  quickly  to  the  only  major  reservoir  on  the 
system  -  Folsom  Dam.  The  limited  flood  control  space  would  fill  quickly  leading  to  higher 
flood  control  releases  to  the  urban  areas  immediately  downstream,  protected  by  miles  of 
earthen  levees.  The  flood  will  likely  be  the  direct  result  of  either  a  levee  failure  or 
overtopping  along  the  Lower  American  River.  Water  levels  in  the  American  River,  eight  to 
fifteen  feet  higher  than  the  ground  outside  the  levees,  will  pour  through  the  gap  and  spill 
into  the  heavily  urbanized  flood  plain. 

This  community  understands  its  responsibilities  to  help  solve  this  problem  with  local 
resources  as  opposed  to  relying  strictly  on  federal  funds.  Since  the  record  flood  of  1986, 
SAFCA  has  determinedly  pursed  a  three-pronged  program  to  reduce  the  risk  of  flooding  in 
Sacramento:  (1)  Repair  and  improve  the  levees  which  provide  residents  of  the  floodplain 
with  the  first  line  of  defense  against  flood  damages;  (2)  Increase  the  storage  available  for 
flood  control  at  Folsom  Reservoir  on  an  interim  basis  so  as  to  enable  dam  operators  to 
provide  Sacramento  with  a  100-year  level  of  flood  protection  until  such  time  as  long-term 
flood  control  improvements  are  in  place;  and  (3)  Create  new  flood  control  storage  capacity 
sufficient  to  provide  a  high  level  of  flood  protection  through  the  construction  of  a  flood 
control  dam  on  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  American  River  near  Auburn.  In  addition  to  these 
structural  improvements,  the  agency  has  assisted  the  City  of  Sacramento  in  developing  an 
innovative,  comprehensive,  non-structural  floodplain  management  policy.  In  pursuit  of  these 
initiatives,  SAFCA  will  have  spent  approximately  $90  million  in  local  funds  for  planning, 
administration  and  construction  of  flood  control  improvements  throughout  the  Sacramento 
region  by  the  end  of  this  year. 

At  this  time,  we  are  testifying  in  support  of  funding  for  FY  1997  on  the  following  projects: 

1.         AMERICAN  RIVER  PROIECT 

SAFCA  supports  a  budget  of  $3.5  million  for  continuation  of  Pre-construction,  Engineering 
and  Design  (FED)  on  the  American  River  Project.  We  also  urge  authorization  by  this 
Congress  of  the  expandable  Flood  Detention  Dam  recommended  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
State  and  local  government  (through  SAFCA). 

When  Folsom  Dam  was  constructed  along  the  American  River  in  the  1950's,  it  was 
designed  to  provide  Sacramento  a  high  level  of  flood  protection  (in  excess  of  250-year 
protection).  Over  time,  the  level  of  protection  provided  by  the  reservoir  and  downstream 
levees  has  been  continually  downgraded  as  larger  than  anticipated  flood  events  have 
descended  on  the  valley.  In  fact,  the  five  largest  floods  recorded  on  the  American  River 
have  occurred  after  Folsom  Dam  was  constructed.  Finally,  after  the  1986  flood,  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  have  determined  that  Sacramento  has  only  a  63-year  level  of  flood  protection; 
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a  far  cry  from  the  high  level  deemed  appropriate  and  thought  obtained  in  1955  and 
significantly  less  than  other  similarly  situated  major  urban  areas  around  the  nation  including 
St.  Louis,  Kansas  City,  Dallas,  Omaha,  Minneapolis,  or  Pittsburgh. 

The  American  River  floodplain  is  occupied  by  400,000  people,  160,000  residential 
struaures,  5,000  businesses  and  1,200  government  facilities,  including  the  State  Capital, 
with  an  estimated  value  of  $37  billion.  Economic  losses  from  an  uncontrolled  flood  are 
estimated  to  range  from  $7  billion  to  $16  billion  depending  on  the  magnitude  of  the  flood 
event. 

The  matter  of  long-term  flood  protection  for  Sacramento  is  ripe  for  a  decision  by  Congress. 
A  Chief's  Report  identifying  the  Locally  Preferred  Plan  has  been  available  to  Congress  since 
1992.  The  supplemental  information  which  the  Corps  was  directed  to  provide  is  also  now 
available.  SAFCA  heartily  agrees  with  the  principal  finding  of  the  National  Research 
Council's  Committee  on  Flood  Control  Alternatives  in  the  American  River  Basin  which 
stated;  "It  is  time  to  select  and  implement  flood  risk  reduction  strategies  for  the  American 
River  basin." 

2.  SOUTH  SACRAMENTO  COUNTY  STREAMS 

SAFCA  supports  a  budget  of  $600,000  for  continuation  of  Feasibility  Studies  for  a  flood 
control  project  on  the  South  Sacramento  County  Streams  including  Morrison,  Laguna, 
Unionhouse,  and  Elder  Creeks. 

The  Reconnaissance  Study  demonstrated  the  significant  risk  and  yielded  a  very  cost  effective 
flood  control  project.  The  flood  danger  indicated  by  the  study  was  confirmed  by  the  flood 
damage  of  last  year.  Over  300  homes  in  South  Sacramento  were  flooded  as  the  swollen 
creeks  could  not  accommodate  the  local  runoff  from  nearby  subdivisions.  The  water 
reached  to  within  a  few  feet  of  existing  levee  tops  along  the  entire  system  and  in  some 
places  overtopped  spilling  water  into  streets  and  subdivisions.  Worse  flooding  was  averted 
because  the  major  river  systems  downstream  were  not  at  flood  stage  allowing  the  creeks  to 
drain. 

SAFCA  is  the  non-federal  sponsor  for  the  Feasibility  Study.  Working  with  the  City  and 
County,  we  are  providing  50%  of  the  $3  million  study  costs.  In  addition,  to  address  the 
serious  public  safety  risk,  SAFCA  is  proceeding  with  implementing  the  most  critical  features 
of  the  project  in  advance  of  the  Corps,  using  local  funds  (estimated  at  $12  million)  We  will 
request  future  credit  should  a  project  ultimately  be  authorized  and  construction 
appropriations  approved. 

3.  MAGPIE  CREEK  (SECTION  205  SMALL  PROIECT) 

SAFCA  supports  a  budget  of  $300,000  under  the  Section  205  Small  Projects  Program  for 
Magpie  Creek.  We  further  request  assistance  in  establishing  completion  of  PED  and 
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commencing  construction  of  the  Magpie  Creek  as  a  priority  within  that  program. 

The  State  and  SAFCA  are  now  the  non-Federal  sponsors  for  the  Corps  project  which  consists 
of  enlarging  an  existing  flood  control  channel  built  as  a  Federal  project  in  the  1 950's.  With 
existing  hydrologic  data,  the  existing  project  cannot  even  contain  a  1 00-year  flood.  The 
proposed  project  has  a  2.3  to  1  benefit  to  cost  ratio  and  can  provide  approximately  1 80-year 
protection.  The  Corps  project  joins  proposed  flood  improvements  on  McClellan  Air  Force 
Base  which  protects  existing  Base  facilities.  The  local  community  is  urging  completion  of 
the  on-Base  project  as  part  of  the  eventual  privatization  of  McClellan  in  order  to  attract 
business  and  industry  to  that  facility.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  recently  announced  funding 
for  the  on-Base  project.  Implementation  of  the  work  on  McClellan  requires  the  downstream 
Corps  project  be  completed  to  insure  properties  are  not  adversely  affected  by  the  higher 
flows  from  the  Base.  Therefore,  it  is  critical  the  Corps  complete  the  design  and  commence 
construction  of  the  Magpie  Creek  Project  as  soon  as  possible  to  (1)  provide  the  increased 
flood  protection  to  properties  at  risk;  and  (2)  not  impede  the  scheduled  on-Base 
improvements.  The  locals  are  poised  to  commence  relocation  and  right-of-way  acquisition 
to  expedite  the  project  and  reduce  the  flood  risk  to  residents  in  the  floodplain. 

4.         SACRAMENTO  RIVER  BANK  PROTECTION  (LOWER  AMERICAN  RIVER  LEVEES) 

SAFCA  supports  a  budget  of  $6.5  million  for  the  Corps  to  address  bank  erosion  which 
threatens  the  primary  levees  along  the  Sacramento  River  Flood  Control  System.  In 
particular,  several  sites  have  been  identified  along  the  American  River  below  Folsom  Dam 
where  continued  erosion  of  the  banks  could  begin  to  affect  the  integrity  of  the  adjacent 
levees  as  well  as  destroy  valuable  habitat.  In  fact,  one  of  these  sites  experienced  serious 
erosion  in  mid-February  with  the  American  River  running  at  only  one-fourth  of  its  capacity. 
Within  a  matter  of  hours,  up  to  20  feet  of  the  bank  was  lost.  Only  emergency  work  by  the 
local  flood  control  district  prevented  further  damage  including  erosion  of  the  levee  itself. 

The  26  miles  of  levees,  flanking  the  American  River  Parkway  through  the  heart  of 
Sacramento,  are  the  difference  between  flood  protection  and  catastrophy.  In  addition,  the 
Parkway  has  become  a  valuable  asset  to  our  community.  The  natural  environmental  values 
and  recreational  opportunities  provided  by  the  Parkway  in  such  close  proximity  to  a  major 
urban  area  is  rarely  rivaled  across  the  nation. 

The  Lower  American  River  Task  Force  of  interested  stakeholders  including  flood  control  and 
resource  agencies,  environmental  groups,  business  leaders  and  neighborhood  groups  have 
succeeded  in  developing  a  planning  framework  within  which  to  carry  out  bank  protection 
improvements  covering  about  1 3,500  lineal  feet  along  some  of  the  most  critical  reaches  of 
the  lower  American  River.  The  bank  protection  would  be  funded  under  the  existing 
authorized  Sacramento  River  Bank  Protection  Project  with  local  cost  sharing  by  SAFCA  and 
the  State.  Because  of  the  recent  problems  relayed  above,  we  would  like  to  expedite  the 
process  and  commence  actual  construction  as  soon  as  possible.  A  first  priority  is  the  erosion 
site  which  was  fixed  temporarily  and  is  in  desperate  need  of  permanent  bank  protection. 
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In  closing,  I  would  like  to  say  the  Sacramento  community  has  pulled  together  in  a 
responsible  manner  to  address  our  number  one  infrastructure  problem-flood  protection.  We 
have,  and  will  continue  to  spend  local  funds  to  identify  and  implement  responsible  flood 
control  projects.  However,  we  need  the  support  of  the  federal  government  to  achieve  the 
long  term,  high  level  of  flood  protection  appropriate  for  the  frequency  and  severity  of  a 
catastrophic  flood  event  in  Sacramento.  We  request  the  Subcommittee's  continued  support 
in  recognition  of  our  communities  efforts  to  resolve  the  public  safety  risk.  With  your  help, 
we  can  move  one  step  closer  to  eventually  meeting  Sacramento's  needs  for  flood  protection. 

Once  again,  thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  support. 
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Mr.  RiGGS,  When  you  say,  the  detention  dam  along  the  American 
River,  that  is  otherwise  known  as  the  Auburn  Dam? 

Mr.  Devereux.  The  expandable  detention  dam  at  Auburn;  cor- 
rect. 

Mr,  RiGGS.  Did  the  Sacramento  Area  Flood  Control  Agency  go  on 
record  with  a  vote? 

Mr.  Devereux.  Yes,  we  did.  They  voted  in  support  of  that 
project. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
STOCKTON  EAST  WATER  DISTRICT 

WITNESS 

JERRY  KENNEDY,  WASfflNGTON,  D.C.,  REPRESENTATIVE,  STOCKTON 
EAST  WATER  DISTRICT 

Ms.  Tennis.  We  will  move  on  to  our  eighth  witness,  Stockton 
East  River  Strict  represented  by  Jerry  Kennedy. 

Mr.  Kennedy.  I  want  to  thank  the  committee  for  the  opportunity 
to  appear  on  behalf  of  Stockton  East  Water  District. 

Stockton  East  serves  over  300,000  people  and  provides  water  to 
65,000  acres  of  irrigated  farmland.  We  again  join  with  Congress- 
man Richard  Pombo  and  the  city  of  Stockton  in  the  continuing  sup- 
port of  the  Stockton  metropolitan  area  study  for  flood  control  by 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

This  $550,000  supported  by  the  California  Water  Commission  for 
fiscal  year  1997  provides  a  means  of  effectively  and  efficiently  man- 
aging the  water  resources  while  protecting  lives  and  property.  A 
study  of  the  Corps'  Farmington  Dam  will  help  determine  if  it  is 
feasible  to  use  this  facility  for  wet  year  storage  in  addition  to  the 
necessary  flood  control  function  that  it  serves  now. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thanks. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Kennedy  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  JERRY  W.  KENNEDY 
on  behalf  of  the  Stockton  East  Water  District 
March  6, 1996 

SUMMARY 

I  am  Jerry  Kennedy  and  I  want  to  thank  the  committee  for  the  opportunity 
to  appear  on  behalf  of  the  Stockton  East  Water  District. 

Stockton  East  serves  over  300,000  people  and  provides  water  to  65,000 
acres  of  irrigated  farmland.  The  District  was  formed  to  solve  the  serious  environmental 
problems  of  groundwater  overdraft  and  saltwater  intrusion  in  the  Stockton  area    We  built 
a  $23  million  treatment  plant  to  reduce  these  problems  by  supplying  treated  surface  water 
In  1983  we  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  deliveries  of 
Central  Valley  Project  water  from  New  Melones  Reservoir  on  the  Stanislaus  River   We 
joined  with  the  City  of  Stockton,  the  County  of  San  Joaquin,  and  our  neighboring  water 
district  to  provide  $65  million  to  build  a  conveyance  facility  that  was  completed  in  1993 
However  our  requests  for  water  under  our  contract  have  been  turned  down  by  the  Bureau 
time  and  time  again. 

We  still  face  ever  increasing  problems  associated  with  groundwater 
overdraft  and  saltwater  intrusion.  We  need  a  reliable  supply  of  surface  water  to  combat 
these  problems    Your  Committee  provided  $400,000  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  for  the 
American  River  Folsom  South  Optimization  Study.  This  study  is  needed  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of  wet  year  storage  at  South  Gulch  or  Farmington  Dam  for  flood  control  and 
conjunctive  use    However,  we  have  been  told  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  that  they  are 
not  doing  the  study  or  spending  the  funds.  We  hope  that  you  will  direct  the  Bureau  to  get 
this  study  underway  as  part  of  the  New  Melones  Water  Management  Study  (NMWMS)  to 
determine  both  the  water  operations  strategy  for  New  Melones  and  a  strategy  for 
conjunctive  use  with  Farmington  Dam  and  South  Gulch.  We  have  been  told  the  Federal 
share  of  this  study  is  $150,000  with  a  fifty  percent  local  cost  share.  We  are  prepared  to 
participate  locally  and  hope  your  Committee  will  see  that  the  Bureau  comes  up  with  its 
share. 

We  again  join  with  Congressman  Richard  Pombo  and  the  City  of  Stockton 
in  support  of  a  Stockton  Metropolitan  Area  Study  for  flood  control  by  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers.  This  $550,000  for  Fiscal  Year  1997  provides  a  means  of  effectively  and 
efficiently  managing  the  water  resource  while  protecting  lives  and  property    A  study  of 
the  Corps'  Farmington  Dam  will  help  determine  if  it  feasible  to  use  this  facility  for  wet  year 
storage  in  addition  to  the  necessary  flood  control  function  it  serves  now. 

Thank  you  for  your  Committee's  attention  to  our  problems  in  the  past    I 
am  sure  that  with  your  Committee's  continued  support,  we  will  be  able  to  find,  with  local 
level  and  Federal  participation,  a  reliable  water  supply  for  the  Stockton  area  in  the  future. 
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TESTIMONY  OF  JERRY  W.  KENNEDY 
March  6, 1996 


My  name  is  Jerry  Kennedy.  I  am  the  Washington  Representative  for  the 
Stockton  East  Water  District  in  Stockton,  California.  I  am  pleased  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  testify  before  this  committee  concerning  Federal  funds  for  projects  that  are 
extremely  important  for  our  water  supply  and  critical  to  the  long-term  survival  of  our 
community.  Our  efforts  to  obtain  a  reliable  surface  water  supply  for  Stockton  and  San 
Joaquin  County  have  faced  considerable  obstacles.  The  District  joined  with  our  neighbor, 
the  Central  San  Joaquin  Water  Conservation  District,  and  with  the  City  of  Stockton  and 
the  County  of  San  Joaquin  to  build  a  conveyance  facility  for  water  deliveries  from  the 
New  Melones  Reservoir  on  the  Stanislaus  River. 

The  Districts  and  local  governments  provided  $65  million  in  local  funds  to 
build  a  system  in  reliance  on  contracts  with  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  These 
contracts  provide  for  the  delivery  of  much-needed  water  from  the  Federal  Central  Valley 
Project.  We  requested  deliveries  in  1993,  1994  and  again  in  1995.  However,  these 
requests  for  the  water  under  our  contracts  were  turned  down  by  the  Bureau.  We  continue 
to  be  rebuffed  by  the  Bureau  at  every  turn  in  our  efforts  to  get  water  from  New  Melones. 

A  reliable  water  supply  is  absolutely  essential  to  correct  the  saltwater 
intrusion  and  groundwater  overdraft  problems  of  our  area.  The  Stockton  East  Water 
District  was  established  under  California  law  to  implement  solutions  to  these  serious 
environmental  problems.  The  District  built  a  $23  million  treatment  plant  to  reduce  the 
overdraft  on  groundwater  by  supplying  treated  surface  water.  The  District  provides  water 
for  both  agricultural  and  municipal  purposes,  serving  approximately  1 15,000  acres,  65,000 
acres  of  irrigated  farm  land,  and  over  300,000  people. 

We  continue  to  seek  solutions  to  groundwater  overdraft  and  saltwater 
intrusion.  However,  we  are  faced  with  alternatives  that  include  Federal  involvement  and 
the  wise  management  of  Federally-controlled  resources.  We  believe  there  are  cost- 
effective  approaches  that  will  make  surface  water  available  to  be  conjunctively  managed 
with  the  existing  groundwater  resources  in  the  Stockton  area. 
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Your  Committee  has  been  consistent  in  its  support  of  our  efforts.  You 
provided  $400,000  in  Fiscal  Year  1995  appropriations  for  the  American  River  Folsom 
South  Optimization  Study.  We  were  pleased  that  the  Congress  acted  to  get  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  to  take  a  look  at  this  conjunctive  use  option.  However,  the  Bureau  told  us 
by  letter  that  they  are  not  going  to  do  this  study  because  the  State  pulled  out  after  the 
Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  ("Miller-Bradley")  was  adopted.  The  Bureau 
rejected  our  oflFer  to  replace  the  State  as  the  local  participant  and  told  us  the  funds  had 
been  returned  to  the  US  Treasury 

The  American  River  Folsom  South  Study  still  needs  to  be  done  as  a  part  of 
the  long-term  New  Melones  Water  Management  Study  (NMWMS)  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of  wet  year  storage  at  South  Gulch  or  Farmington  Dam.  Responsible 
management  of  the  water  resource  needs  to  include  flood  control  and  conjunctive  use. 
This  environmentally  friendly  approach  could  enhance  flood  control  while  providing  water 
to  combat  saltwater  intrusion  in  the  Stockton  area. 

Your  funding  of  the  American  River  Folsom  South  Optimization  Study 
was  a  step  in  the  right  direction.  We  hope  that  you  will  direct  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
to  begin  this  study  as  part  of  the  New  Melones  Water  Management  Study  (NMWMS). 
We  understand  from  the  Bureau  that  the  Federal  share  of  this  study  for  Fiscal  Year  1997  is 
$150,000  with  a  50%-50%  cost  share.  We  are  willing  to  participate  in  the  cost  sharing  of 
a  study  that  addresses  the  operations  of  the  New  Melones  Reservoir  in  a  conjunctive  use 
environment    The  California  Water  Commission  voted  on  March  1  to  support  the 
NMWMS  if  a  funding  source  can  be  found. 

This  New  Melones  Water  Management  Study  will  provide  a  long-term 
water  operations  strategy  for  the  New  Melones  Reservoir  and  the  Stanislaus  River  basin 
combined  with  conjunctive  use  of  existing  and  new  facilities.  Currently,  the  Central  Valley 
Project  Operations  Division  of  the  Bureau  is  conducting  the  interim  NMWMS  that  will 
determine  the  operations  for  New  Melones  for  the  next  one  to  three  years.    The  interim 
study  will  carry  operations  through  the  current  Bay-Delta  process. 

We  believe  the  long-term  study  should  be  a  negotiated  settlement  among 
the  stakeholders  to  determine  long-term  operations.  The  long-term  operation  should  be 
based  on  water  availability  by  different  year  types,  existing  facilities,  new  facilities 
including  conjunctive  use  storage  at  an  enlarged  Farmington  Dam  or  at  a  new  160,000 
acre  foot  reservoir  at  South  Gulch,  and  the  differing  demands  for  agriculture,  urban  use, 
and  the  environment.  Data  analysis  would  be  to  determine  how  to  balance  supplies  with 
demand 
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We  join  with  Congressman  Richard  Pombo,  the  City  of  Stockton,  and  the 
California  Water  Commission,  in  support  of  $550,000  in  Fiscal  Year  1997  for  the 
continuation  of  the  Stockton  Metropolitan  Area  Study  for  flood  control  by  the  US  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers.  Successful  management  and  stewardship  of  the  water  resource  can 
provide  solutions  to  our  water  supply  problems    The  Corps  operates  Farmington  Dam 
that  has  the  potential  of  conservation  storage  of  up  to  160,000  acre  feet.  However,  a 
study  is  needed  to  determine  the  seepage  and  whether  it  is  feasible  to  raise  the  level  of  this 
dam    This  conjunctive  use  should  be  examined  as  part  of  the  flood  control  strategy  of  the 
Corps. 

We  hope  that  this  Committee  will  act  favorably  to  help  the  people  of  the 
Stockton  area  help  themselves  in  solving  our  long-term  water  problems    Your 
Committee's  past  leadership  has  been  essential  in  providing  us  with  the  tools  to  solve  our 
problems.  These  studies  are  necessary  to  bring  about  the  local-Federal  partnership 
necessary  for  us  to  meet  these  challenges. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
MERCED  COUNTY  STREAMS  PROJECT 

WITNESS 
JAY  ANDERSON,  CONSULTANT 

Ms.  Tennis.  Our  next  witness  is  Jay  Anderson  from  the  Merced 
Irrigation  District. 

Mr.  Anderson.  My  name  is  Jay  Anderson,  representing  the  Riv- 
erside County  Board  of  Supervisors,  my  23rd  year  before  this  Com- 
mittee. Mr.  Joe  Evans  was  Chairman  the  first  time  I  appeared. 

Mr.  Myers.  Almost  as  long  as  I  have  been  on  the  Committee. 

Mr.  Anderson.  The  first  component  of  our  project,  the  Casa 
Dam,  was  completed  in  1992.  This  was  constructed  under  budget, 
ahead  of  schedule,  without  a  lost-time  accident. 

In  the  interests  of  time,  I  would  like  to  have  you  take  my  com- 
plete statement  in  the  record;  and  I  think  I  have  told  this  story 
many  times,  and  it  is  in  the  record,  in  order  to  save  time  for  the 
other  witnesses.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Good  to  see  you  again. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Anderson  follows:] 


1877 


MERCED  COUNTY  STREAMS 

STATEMENT  OF 

JAY  ANDERSON,  SECRETARY  FOR  THE 

MERCED  COUNTY  STREAMS  PROJECT 

MERCED,  CALIFORNIA 

TO 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMTFTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUB-COMMTITEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

THE  HONORABLE  JOHN  MYERS,  CHAIRMAN 

March  6, 1996 


PROJECT: 
AGENCY: 
ACnON  REQUESTED: 


MERCED  COUNTY  STREAMS 

MERCED  COUNTY,  CALIFORNIA 

APPROVAL  OF  $900,000  FOR  CONTINUED 
CONSTRUCnON  OF  MERCED  COUNTY 
STREAMS  PROJECT 


1878 


Pagel 
Mr.  Chainnan  and  Membeis  of  the  Committee: 


My  name  is  Jay  Anderson  of  Merced,  California.  I  am  representing  tfie 
Merced  County  Board  of  Supervisors,  which,  together  with  d\e  State  of  California,  is 
the  sponsor  of  die  Merced  County  Streams  Project.  The  County  is  joined  by  ttie 
Merced  Irrigation  EHstrict,  ttie  Qty  of  Kferced,  ttie  El  Nido  Irrigation  District,  and  the 
Le  Grand  AttUone  Water  District. 

Federal  authorization  for  ttie  project  constructian  was  granted  as  part  of  tiie 
Supplemental  Appropriations  Act  of  1965.  Auttiorized  facilities  include 
constructing  dry  dams  on  Canal  (Castle  Dam)  and  Black  Rascal  Creeks  (Haystack 
Mouittain  Dam),  enlargement  of  the  existing  Bear  Creek  Dam,  and  modification  of 
levees  and  channels  along  more  tiian  25  miles  of  Fahrens,  Black  Rascal, 
Cottonwood,  and  Bear  Creeks.  The  completed  project  will  provide  flood  protection 
wortti  more  dian  $10,000,000  per  year  to  263,000  acres  of  urban  and  agricultural 
lands.  Total  project  cost  is  currency  estimated  to  be  $124,500,000  of  which 
$38,600,000,  or  roughly  31%,  will  be  paid  during  construction  by  the  local 
beneficiaries. 

When  completed,  more  tiian  240,000  residents  occupying  55,000  housing 
units  within  the  greater  metropolitan  Merced  area  will  live  witti  assurance  of  125- 
year  flood  protection,  while  tiie  lower  rural  area  will  receive  25-year  protection. 

The  first  component  of  tfie  project,  Castle  Dam,  was  completed  in  1992.  This 
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component  was  constructed  under  budget,  ahead  of  schedule,  and  without  a  lost- 
time  accident.  Without  Castle  Dam  during  the  intense  storms  of  January,  February 
and  March  1995,  the  dty  of  Merced  would  have  been  partially  inundated.  We  look 
forward  to  the  transfer  of  operertional  responsibility  within  the  next  year. 

As  a  result  of  a  request  by  the  Coimty  of  Merced,  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
reeveduiated  project  components  and  will  extend  the  bovmdaries  of  the  levee  and 
channel  portion  of  tiie  project  to  better  match  growth  that  has  taken  place  in  the  dty 
of  Merced.  This  willingness  to  remain  flexible  throughout  the  lengthy  planning 
and  design  process  is  also  a  credit  to  the  Corps  and  its  staff. 

The  Merced  Coimty  Streams  Project  is  a  modification  and  expansion  of  an 
earlier  flood  control  project  constructed  between  1948  and  1957.  It  has  undergone 
considerable  review  and  modification  since  first  authorized  as  part  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1970.  Approximately  $15,000,000  has  been  spent  to  date  on  the 
Merced  County  Streams  Project.  This  has  been  matched  with  local  contributions  of 
approximately  $3,000,000.  As  partners  in  financing  the  construction  of  tiiis  project, 
we  have  worked  doeely  with  ttie  Corps  to  establish  an  economic  balance  between 
costs  and  benefits.  As  a  result  of  this  combined  effort,  nonessential  project 
components  were  first  scaled  back  and  eventually  eliminated.  This  scaling  to  fit  the 
econoaiic  reality  resulted  in  substantial  federal  and  local  savings. 

In  January  of  1993,  and  also  in  January  and  March  1995,  Merced  County 
received  rains  of  heavy  intensity.  Considerable  flooding  occurred  within  the  project 
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area.  Bear  CxeA  overflowed  its  banks  one  mile  southeast  of  Merced,  and  broke  its 
banks  approximately  four  miles  southwest  (tf  Merced.  Mariposa  and  Miles  Creeks 
overflowed  their  banks  in  various  areas  southeast  of  Kferced.  Quick  action  by 
maintenance  crews  from  the  Merced  Irrigation  District,  assisted  by  airmen  from 
Castle  Air  Force  Base,  woiking  around  tiie  dock  for  two  days  and  ni^ts,  averted  a 
major  disaster  in  1993.  Castle  Air  Force  Base  has  since  been  dosed  so  help  from  tiiis 
source  will  no  IcHiger  be  available. 

The  prefect  has  ttie  si^>port  of  state  and  local  autfiorities  and  funding  of  ttie 
non-federal  portion  has  been  addressed. 

We  request  tiie  Committee's  support  for  ttie  indufiion  of  $900,000  in  the 
19%/97  budget  as  recommended  by  the  California  Water  Commission  and  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  £<»  tiye  orderly  progress  of  the  Kferced  County  Streams  Project, 
whidi  is  so  vital  to  ttie  community,  state,  and  Ae  nation. 
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KAWEAH  RIVER 

KAWEAH  RIVER  DELTA  CORRIDOR  ENHANCEMENT 

PROJECT 

WITNESS 

BRUCE  GEORGE,  MANAGER,  KAWEAH  DELTA  WATER  CONSERVATION 
DISTRICT 

Ms.  Tennis.  Bruce  George,  Manager  of  the  Kaweah  Delta  Water 
Conservation  District,  is  next. 

Mr.  George.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Riggs,  Mr.  Fazio.  In 
the  spirit  of  being  brief,  I  will  summarize  my  comments. 

We  are  requesting  in  fiscal  year  1997,  $1.3  million  to  fund  the 
Corps  of  Engineers'  preconstruction  engineering  and  design  for  the 
Terminus  Enlargement  project.  We  are  also  asking  the  committee 
to  provide  $1  million  for  a  seismic  analysis  to  verify  the  stability 
of  the  dam.  This  project  will  provide  43,000  acre-feet  of  badly  need- 
ed flood  control  and  irrigation  storage  capacity  for  Lake  Kaweah. 
This  project  is  supported  by  local,  city  and  county  authorities,  as 
well  as  the  California  Water  Commission. 

I  also  want  to  express  the  conservation  district's  support  for  dedi- 
cating $100,000  in  Bureau  of  Reclamation  funds  to  the  Kaweah 
River  Corridor  Enhancement  project.  The  California  Water  Com- 
mission supports  these  funding  levels,  and  we  thank  you  for  your 
continued  support  of  these  projects. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  George  follows:] 
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Kaweah  Delta  Water  Conservation  District 

2975  No.  Farmersvilie  Blvd.,  Farmersville.  California  93223 

P.O.  Box  1247,  Visalia,  California  93279 

(209)  747-5601 


United  State  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

the  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

March  6,  1996 

Testimony  of  Bruce  George,  Manager 
Kaweah  Delta  Water  Conservation  District 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

My  name  is  Bruce  George,  and  I  am  the  Manager  of  the  Kaweah  Delta  Water 
Conservation  District  in  the  eastern  San  Joaquin  Valley  of  California.    Thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  present  testimony  regarding  the  Fiscal  Year  1997  budget  for  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  Conservation  District  respectfully  requests  that  Congress  appropriate  $1.3  million 
to  the  Corps  in  FY  97  for  continuation  of  preconstruction  engineering  and  design  (PED)  of  a 
project  to  increase  the  water  storage  and  flood  control  capacities  of  Terminus  Dam  at  Lake 
Kaweah,  California. 

The  Conservation  District  also  requests  that  the  Committee  to  provide  $1  million  in 
FY  1997  dam  safety  funding  for  a  seismic  testing  and  analysis  program  to  verify  the  stability 
of  Terminus  Dam. 
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In  addition,  we  urge  the  Committee  to  support  the  transfer  of  $  1 00,000  in  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  funds  to  the  Kaweah  Delta  Corridor  Enhancement  Project. 


Terminus  Dam  Enlargement  Project 

The  Corps  has  not  yet  provided  an  estimate  of  its  FY  1 997  needs  for  the  Terminus 
enlargement  PED  and  seismic  programs.   However,  the  full  cost  for  the  currently  scheduled 
30-month  PED  program  is  $3.1  million,  of  which  $200,000  was  appropriated  in  FY  96. 
Maintaining  the  30-month  schedule  requires  an  FY  97  appropriation  of  approximately  $1.3 
million.    The  California  Water  Commission  supports  an  FY  97  appropriation  of  $1.3  million 
for  Terminus  PED. 

The  total  cost  of  the  dam  safety  analysis  is  approximately  S2  million,  with  an 
estimated  $1  million  required  in  FY  97.    The  California  Water  Commission  supports  a  FY  97 
appropriation  of  $1  million  for  the  dam  safety  study. 

Funding  of  the  PED  program  and  dam  safety  study  in  FY  1997  also  are  supported  by 
Representatives  George  Radanovich  and  Cal  Dooley  and  Bill  Thomas. 

The  Conservation  District  was  formed  in  1927  to  conserve  and  protect  the  surface  and 
groundwater  of  the  Kaweah  delta.  The  District  serves  337,000  acres,  which  include  the  cities 
of  Visalia  and  Tulare  and  several  other  incorporated  and  unincorporated  areas  in  Kings  and 
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Tulare  counties.   Those  two  counties  consistently  rank  among  the  most  productive  agriculture 
counties  in  the  nation. 

Terminus  Dam  and  Lake  Kaweah,  located  on  the  Kaweah  River  three  and  one-half 
miles  east  of  the  District,  was  completed  in  1962  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.   The 
purpose  of  the  project  is  to  provide  storage  space  for  flood  protection  and  irrigation  on  the 
Kaweah  River.   The  Conservation  District  manages  the  irrigation  and  flood  control  releases 
for  Lake  Kaweah,  as  well  as  assisting  in  the  conjunctive  use  of  the  surface  and  groundwater 
of  the  Kaweah  delta. 

Rapid  growth  and  inadequate  flood  protection  in  the  region  have  created  a  need  for 
greater  reservoir  storage  space  for  flood  control  and  irrigation  storage.    With  a  maximum 
capacity  of  143,000  acre-feet.  Lake  Kaweah  currently  provides  a  less  than  50-year  level  of 
flood  protection  for  communities  downstream. 

In  1988,  the  Corps  began  a  feasibility  study  for  a  project  to  enlarge  Lake  Kaweah. 
The  project  would  add  approximately  43,000  acre-feet  of  flood  control  and  conservation 
storage  space  to  the  lake  by  widening  the  Terminus  Dam  spillway  and  raising  it  by  21  feet. 

The  Corps  has  nearly  completed  a  draft  feasibility  report  for  the  project,  and  the 
locally  preferred  alternative  recommended  in  the  draft  report  would  provide  a  balanced  project 
with  environmental  and  other  benefits.   It  is  sUongly  supported  by  agricultural  and 
recreational  interests,  and  by  local  governments  in  the  region,  including  Kings  and  Tulare 
counties,  the  City  of  Visalia  and  the  Kaweah  Delta  Water  Conservation  District. 
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These  local  authorities  have  continued  to  pay  half  the  cost  of  the  $3  million  feasibility 
study  despite  the  fact  that  the  original  cost-sharing  agreement  signed  by  the  Corps  in  1988 
was  for  a  local  contribution  of  only  $800,000.    The  Corps  has  increased  the  total  cost  of  the 
feasibility  study  three  times  since  1988,  nearly  doubling  the  original  estimate  of  $1.6  million. 

The  Conservation  District  and  other  local  authorities  reluctantly  agreed  to  share  the 
cost  increases  because  the  Corps  said  that  was  the  only  way  to  continue  the  project. 

California's  growing  population  will  place  ever  increasing  demands  on  its  water 
supply.    Improving  existing  facilities  such  as  Terminus  Dam  is  one  of  the  most  economical 
and  environmentally  sensitive  ways  to  meet  those  new  demands.    It  is  important  for  Congress 
to  encourage  such  projects. 

The  Kaweah  Delta  Water  Conservation  District  urges  Congress  to  provide  a  level  of 
FY  1997  funding  to  ensure  that  the  Terminus  enlargement  project  can  be  completed  without 
further  delay  and  additional  unnecessary  expenses. 


Kaweah  Delta  Corridor  Enhancement  Project 

The  Kaweah  Delta  Corridor  Enhancement  project  is  intended  to  integrate  long  term 
groundwater  recharge  and  flood  control  solutions  with  native  habitat  conservation  and 
restoration  along  the  Kaweah  River.    Of  particular  importance  is  the  restoration  and  protection 
of  Valley  Oak  riparian  forests,  which  are  unique  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  and  are  critically 
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important  wildlife  habitat. 

The  project,  now  in  its  second  phase,  is  being  funded  by  the  State  of  California  and 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.    In  FY  96,  Congress  authorized  the  Bureau  to  transfer  $100,000 
to  the  enhancement  project  through  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation.    An  additional 
$100,000  is  required  to  continue  the  project  in  FY  1997. 

The  Conservation  District  respectfully  requests  that  the  Committee  authorize  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  transfer  $100,000  from  its  FY  97  construction  account  to  the 
Kaweah  Delta  Corridor  Enhancement  Project  to  fund  costs  attributable  specifically  to 
environmental  enhancement. 

Thank  you. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CALIENTE  CREEK  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 

WITNESS 
MARY  K.  SHELL,  SUPERVISOR,  COUNTY  OF  KERN 

Ms.  Tennis.  We  have  from  the  County  of  Kern,  Mary  Shell,  Su- 
pervisor. 

Ms.  Shell.  Thank  you.  And  good  morning — good  afternoon,  Mr. 
Chairman,  members  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  Myers.  It  is  still  morning. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Even  by  California  time,  it  is  still  morning. 

Ms.  Shell.  I  am  glad  to  be  here.  And  I  am  representing  the 
County  of  Kern,  the  Kern  County  Water  Agency  and  the — Lamont 
Stormwater  District.  And  this  project  for  Caliente  Creek  has  been 
going  on  for — agoing  on  13  years. 

In  the  interest  of  time,  I  would — I  am  not  going  to  go  through 
my  statement;  it  would  take  too  much  time.  I  have  submitted  it  for 
your  consideration  and,  I  hope,  approval.  And  we  are  asking  for  an 
allocation  and  for  continued  feasibility  studies  for  Caliente  Creek 
in  fiscal  1997. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Shell  follows:] 
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caz^xen'te:    creeic    fh^ood    controEj    PROJEcrr 


SUMMARY  PAGE 

March  6,  1996 

TO: 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 


From: 


Kern  County  (CA)  Supervisor  Mary  K.  Shell 
Representing  the  County  of  Kern,  Kern  County  Water 
Agency,  and  the  Lamont  Storm  Water  District. 


REQUEST: 


Support  for  FY-97  Budget  Allocation  of  $150,000  to 
continue  the 


CALIENTE  CREEK  FLOOD  CONTROL  STUDY 
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OFFICE  OF  THE 

FIFTH  DISTRICT 

SUPERVISOR 

MARY  K   SHELL 


County  of  Kern 

Bakersfield,  California 


March  6,  1996 


United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Conunlttee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  this  Subcommittee: 

I  am  Mary  K.  Shell.  Supervisor  of  the  Fifth  District  in  Kern  County, 
California.  I  am  here  today  on  behalf  of  the  Kern  County  Board  of  Supervisors, 
Kern  County  Water  Agency,  and  the  Lament  Storm  Water  District  to  support  an 
allocation  of  $150,000  for  FY-97  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  the 
Callente  Creek  Flood  Control  Study. 

The  Callente  Stream  Group  has  had  eight  major  flood  events  since  1932.  They 
have  inundated  homes,  businesses,  farmlands  and  transportation  systems  and  caused 
in  excess  of  $80  million  in  damage. 

After  the  last  serious  flood  in  1983,  Kern  County  entered  into  a 
feasibility  cost  sharing  study  in  1985.  Our  county  was  one  of  the  first  in  the 
nation  to  sign  a  federal  cost-sharing  agreement  for  feasibility  studies.  When 
the  initial  study  indicated  the  project  planned  would  not  meet  a  cost/benefit 
analysis,  a  second  feasibility  study  was  initiated  in  1992. 

Some  S3  million  of  a  $4.1  million  study  have  been  expended  so  far.  Our 

local  taxpayers  have  contributed  about  $800,000  of  this  amount  nearly  a 

third.  I  have  attached  a  graph  illustrating  the  expenditures  by  all  agencies 
involved. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  completed  Phase  1  of  the  feasibility  study  and 
is  three  years  into  phase  2. 

Because  Phase  I  showed  a  weak  benefit  to  cost  ratio  (1.2:1)  and  because 
of  expected  more  restrictive  Corps ' financial  standards,  our  local  agencies  have 
been  conducting  public  meetings  to  receive  input  on  the  viability  of  continuing 
the  Corps  project.  I  am  asking  for  an  advisory  election  to  determine  local 
support  for  funding  the  local  share  of  the  project.  We  are  planning  to  conduct 
this  election  in  April  or  May. 


1115  Truxtun  Avenue 


Page  1  of  2 
Bakersfield,  California  93301 


(805)861-2290 
FAX  (805)  631-2716 
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If  this  advisory  election  Indicates  continued  strong  support,  we  would  like 
to  continue  with  Phase  II  of  the  study,  which  would  be  completed  in  1998. 

Then,  if  found  to  be  feasible,  construction  of  the  project  would  remove 
the  14,000  people  of  Lamont  from  the  flood  plain  and  provide  them  a  sense  of 
security.  A  majority  of  the  Lamont  residents  are  farm  workers. 

I  appreciate  your  time  and  attention. 


Page  2  of  2 
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Callente  Flood  Control  Project 
Cost  Sharing 


Oct-96 


$3,500,00) 


$3,000,000 


$2,500,000 


$2,000,000 


$1,500,000 


$1,000,000 


$500,000 


$0 


FCSAn 

PC8A«2 

(1963-1988) 

(1992  Agr««ment) 

Cash: 

Federal 

1,840,000 

800.000 

Subtotal 

1,840,000 

800,000 

Courrty 

65.000 

120.000 

KCWA 

65,000 

120.000 

Lamont  SWD 

20,000 

120.000 

City  of  An/in 

40.000 

ArvirvEdlson  WSD 

15.000 

Kem-Oerta  WSD 

10.000 

Subtotal 

175,000 

400,000 

In-Kind: 

County 

87,000 

200,000 

KCWA 

87,000 

200.000 

Subtotal 

174.000 

400.000 

FCSA  M  to  0«t«      ToM  8p*nt  to  Oato 

(1992  to  Pre»«nt)  (FCSA  #1  &  »2) 


340,000 

2,180.000 

340,000 

2.180.000 

67.310 

132.310 

87,490 

152,490 

77.400 

97.403 

26,800 

25.800 

15.000 

10.000 

258,000 

433,000 

83.454 
132.421 
215.878 


170.454 
219,421 
388.876 


TOTAL   $        2,188,000    "    8  1,800,000    J^ 


813,875      $  3,002.878 


1)  inckxJM  noomuMVK*. 


23-641    0-86 20 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
NAPA  RIVER  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

PAUL  BATTISTI,  CHAIRMAN,   NAPA  COUNTY  FLOOD   CONTROL  DIS- 
TRICT 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you.  Now  from  Napa  County  Flood  Control 
District,  Paul  Battisti,  Chairman. 

Mr.  Battisti.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Before  you  begin,  I  will  exercise  the  prerogative  of  the 
acting  chair  for  just  a  moment  to  also  introduce  my  good  friends 
and  constituents,  the  Chair  of  the  Napa  County  Board  of  Super- 
visors is  Mayor  Ed  Solomon,  City  of  Napa.  And  I  believe  Jed — I 
know  Jed  Christiansen  is  here,  because  I  just  talked  to  Jed;  and 
the  Director  of  Finance  for  the  City  of  Napa,  Jay  Hull;  and  the 
County  Administrator  for  Napa  County,  for  the — ^are  Ken  Johanson 
and  David  Dickson  in  the  room — also  from  the  County  of  Napa. 

It  is  nice  to  have  all  of  these  gentlemen  with  us  to  testify  today 
before  the  subcommittee. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Battisti.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  You  took  the  time  that 
I  would  have  taken  for  the  introductions  and  I  appreciate  it.  It 
gives  me  more  time  then. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Well,  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Battisti.  Well,  that  is  quite  all  right.  It  gives  me  more  time 
then. 

Ms.  Tennis.  No,  it  doesn't. 

Mr.  Battisti.  And  to  justify  that,  I  will  say 

Mr.  RiGGS.  You  take  all  the  time  you  need. 

Mr.  Battisti.  The  written  statement  is  on  file.  Our  request  is  for 
$950,000  for  preconstruction  and  design  for  fiscal  year  1997,  and 
$2.1  million  for  dredging,  which  is  necessary  before  construction 
can  start  in  1998. 

Last  year  at  this  time,  I  testified  in  terms  of  the  devastating 
floods  that  we  had  suffered  just  weeks  before  I  arrived  here.  At 
that  time,  flooding  resulted  in  damage  of  nine —  $85  million;  this 
is  in  addition  to  the  flooding  damage  in  1986  and  1993  of  $110  mil- 
lion. So  you  can  see  that  our  request  in  this  particular  case  and 
the  total  cost  to  the  project,  as  envisioned,  will  be  a  great  invest- 
ment for  the  State  of  California,  Napa  County  and  the  Federal 
Government. 

I  want  to  say  that  the  draft  GDM  and  the  EEI  are— and  EIS  was 
issued  in  the  spring  of  last  year.  It  resulted  in  many  comments 
that  require  us  to  take  another  look  and  refine  this  project  with  the 
assistance  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  As  a  result  of  that,  our  con- 
struction start  has  been  extended  to  1998,  and  we  ask  your  support 
of  these  requests. 

And  thank  you  for  your  past  support,  particularly  Mr.  Riggs. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  My  pleasure.  And,  Paul,  thank  you  and  the  other  rep- 
resentatives of  Napa  local  government  for  traveling  all  the  way 
back  here  today  to  testify  before  the  subcommittee.  Obviously,  with 
this  project  being  located  in  my  congressional  district,  it  is  ex- 
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tremely  important  to  me  and  I  hope  that  concern  is  shared  by  my 
colleagues  on  the  subcommittee.  In  fact,  I  am  sure  it  is. 

Mr.  Battisti.  Thank  you.  How  was  that  for  time? 

Ms.  TE^fNIS.  That  was  great.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Battisti  follows:] 
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NAPA  COUNTY  flood  control  and  water 

CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 


1 195  THIRD  STREET  •  ROOM  201  •  NAPA.  CAUFORNIA  94559-3092 
*  PHONE  707-253-4351    •    FAX  707-253  4627 


KfcNNETH  H.  JOHANSON 
District  Engineor 


STATEMENT  REGARDING 
FISCAL  YEAR  1997  APPROPRIATIONS 


FOR 


NAPA  RIVER  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 
NAPA  RIVER  NAVIGATION  DREDGING 


TO:  United  States  House  of  Representatives 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  &  Water  Development 


Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Ctiairman 
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SUMMARY 
RECOMMENDATIONS 


FUNDING 
PROJECT  REQUEST 

NAPA  RIVER  FLOOD  CONTROL  $1,000,000 

Design 

NAPA  RIVER  NAVIGATION  DREDGING  $2,100,000 

Maintenance 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Paul  Battisti,  Chaitman 
Board  of  Supervisors 
Napa  County 
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NAPA  RIVER  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 
Background  and  Present  Status 


Background: 

The  Napa  River  is  the  main  waterway  into  which  all  tributaries  of  the  Napa 
Valley  flow.  The  River  reaches  its  highest  flow  and  the  nnain  point  of 
concentration  of  stormwater  in  the  heart  of  the  downtown  city  of  Napa. 

The  original  town  of  Napa  was  established  at  the  head  of  the  navigable 
Napa  River  channel  in  1 848  as  its  only  port  for  transportation  and 
commerce  until  the  railroad  extended  from  Benicia  to  Napa  in  1902. 

The  Napa  River  has  damaged  the  City  of  Napa  12  times  in  the  past  50 
years  and  the  River's  most  damaging  flood  of  record  occurred  in  February 
1986  causing  losses  in  excess  of  $100  million,  3  lives  lost,  and  evacuation 
of  3,500  residents. 

Flood  damage  in  downtown  Napa  has  recurred  in  January  1993  and 
January  1995  resulting  in  disaster  declarations  and  substantial  Federal 
assistance  and  economic  losses,  re-affirming  the  urgent  need  to  implement 
this  cost-effective  project.  In  March  1 995  another  disaster  level  flood 
occun-ed  and  FEMA  is  cun'ently  surveying  damage. 
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Damages  throughout  Napa  County  totaled  about  $85  million  from  the 
January  and  March  1995  floods,  $10  million  and  $75  million,  respectively. 
The  floods  resulted  in  227  businesses  and  843  residences  damaged 
county-wide. 

Locally  developed  flood  measures  currently  in  place  provide  minimal 
protection  and  include  levees,  floodwalls,  pump  stations,  upstream 
reservoirs,  restrictive  flood  plain  management  ordinances,  and  designated 
floqd  evacuation  zones.  Vast  areas  of  flood  plain  are  restricted  to 
agricultural  and  open  space  uses,  precluding  development  which  would  be 
damaged  by  flooding.  These  local  measures  still  leave  most  of  the  city  of 
Napa  vulnerable  to  frequent  damaging  floods. 

After  exhaustive  review  of  alternatives,  the  Corps  in  the  spring  of  1995 
released  its  Supplemental  General  Design  Memorandum  (GDM)  and 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  comments.  The 
GDM  plan  was  met  with  substantial  comments  from  the  local  community 
and  resource  agencies.  As  a  result,  the  local  sponsor  in  connection  with  the 
community  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  conducting  a  6-month  community 
consensus  process  to  identify  an  acceptable  redesign  of  the  project.  The 
Corps  has  currently  suspended  work  on  the  plan  until  community  effort  is 
complete.  The  pending  Corps  plan  concentrates  its  benefits  on  a  5  1/2  mile 
reach  of  the  Napa  River  passing  through  the  older,  most  highly  developed 
downtown  business  and  residential  districts.  This  plan  would  protect 
approximately  3,500  land  parcels  from  the  100  year  flood  event  on  the 
Napa  River  and  its  main  connecting  tributary,  the  Napa  Creek.  The  Corps' 
calculation  of  Benefit  to  Cost  Ratio  for  this  plan  is  1 .37  to  1  and  is  estimated 
to  produce  a  net  savings  of  over  $4  million  per  year  over  the  projected  100   , 
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year  life  of  the  project  improvements.  This  plan  wilt  be  refined  by  the  local 
redesign  effort  and  incorporated  into  Corps'  documents. 

The  dynamic  community  consensus  process  involves  a  broad  cross- 
section  of  local  interests  from  architects  to  hydrologists  and  vineyard 
owners  who  will  be  looking  at  a  series  of  identified  design  alternatives  for 
the  project.  The  Corps  is  actively  involved  in  the  partnered  effort  dedicating 
its  resources  and  experience  to  the  local  effort. 

We  understand  that  the  Corps'  support  of  this  effort  is  approximately 
$350,000  of  its  current  year  planning  and  design  budget.  The  local 
commitment  is  $300,000  in  staff  and  consultant  resources.  The  local 
commitment  is  a  partnering  of  the  County  Flood  Control  District,  the  City  of 
Napa,  the  Napa  Valley  Chamber  of  Commerce,  the  Napa  Valley  Economic 
Development  Corporation,  and  the  Friends  of  the  Napa  River,  a  private 
non-profit  organization.  The  goal  is  to  develop  a  local  consensus  on  an 
acceptable  and  approvable  project  the  community  can  afford  by  June  of 
1996.  The  Corps  would  then  incorporate  this  redesign  into  its  GDM  and 
EIS.  The  local  sponsor's  goal  is  to  initiate  a  new  construction  start  for  the 
project  in  FY  1998. 

One  of  the  identified  alternatives  now  under  consideration  in  the  redesign 
effort  is  a  watershed  management  approach  to  the  project.  While  this 
approach  could  offer  benefits  especially  to  the  upper  watershed  reaches,  a 
separate  compatible  study  effort  may  be  considered  to  look  at  the  whole 
watershed,  as  the  project  proceeds.  The  County  looks  fonward  to  working 
with  the  Committee  as  this  develops. 
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Project  Synopsis 

In  1986,  the  community  requested  the  Corps  to  reactivate  an  earlier  study. 
This  re-definition  of  the  problem  downsized  the  earlier  concept  design  from 
a  12  mile  reach  to  5  1/2  miles;  substituted  channel  improvements  on  Napa 
Creek  for  an  earlier  upstream  reservoir,  and  incorporated  environmental 
mitigations  and  a  cost-shared  recreation-trail  element  into  its  design.  To 
accelerate  the  process,  the  City  of  Napa  retained  planning  consultants,  and 
jointly  with  the  U.S.  Park  Service  and  a  broad-based  technical  committee, 
including  the  Corps,  developed  a  park  and  recreation  master  plan, 
downtown  waterfront  restoration  plan  and  trails  plan  to  identify  the  local 
elements. 

As  of  this  writing,  work  on  the  GDM  and  SEIS  has  been  suspended  by  the 
Corps  pending  the  completion  of  the  local  redesign  effort.  Once  the 
consensus  plan  is  identified,  the  Corps  will  incorporate  these  elements  into 
the  SGDM  and  SEIS.  The  revised  draft  GDM  and  EIR/EIS  will  be  published 
for  public  review  and  comment  in  January  of  1997. 

FY  1996  Funding 

The  1996  budget  included  $787,000  to  prepare  the  draft  General  Design 
and  environmental  review  process,  complete  environmental  and  water 
quality  studies,  and  finalize  sediment/control  features. 
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Necessary  FY  1997  Funding 

Funding  for  the  Napa  River  project  during  1 997  in  the  annount  of 
$1 ,000,000  is  needed  to  complete  the  design  and  environmental  review 
and  to  finalize  the  Project  Cooperation  Agreement  (PCA)  to  begin 
construction  of  the  downstream  reach  in  1998. 

Recommendation: 

Based  on  continuing  high  flood  risk  and  severe  damage  from  the  Napa 
River,  we  request  that  the  committee  support  $1 ,000,000  to  complete 
design  and  environmental  review  of  the  Napa  River  Project. 
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NAPA  RIVER  FLOOD  CONTROL,  CALIFORNIA 
PROJECT  BACKGROUND 

March  1996 


The  Sacramento  District,  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps)  is  working  in 
partnership  with  the  Napa  County  Flood  Control  and  Water  Conservation 
District  (NCFC&WCD)  and  the  City  of  Napa  to  control  flooding  along  the 
Napa  River  and  Napa  Creek.  NCFC&WCD  is  the  local  sponsor  for  flood 
control  and  the  City  of  Napa  is  the  local  sponsor  for  recreation.  The  Corps 
is  working  on  the  preliminary  design  phase  and  will  incorporate  the 
consensus-based  redesign  in  its  design  documents.  Over  the  years, 
alternative  flood  control  plans  have  been  compared.  In  May  1 993, 
representatives  from  the  City,  County,  Sacramento  District  Corps  and 
higher  Corps  levels  met  to  identify  which  of  the  alternative  plans  is  the 
"best"  plan.  The  Corps  call  this  "best"  plan,  the  National  Economic 
Development  (NED)  plan.  The  NED  plan  must  be  economically  justified, 
environmentally  sensitive  and  locally  accepted.  In  July  1 994,  an 
administrative  draft  Supplemental  General  Design  Memorandum 
(SGDM)/Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental 
Impact  Report  (SEIS/EIR)  was  completed  and  sent  to  higher  Corps  levels 
and  the  local  sponsor  for  review.  The  draft  SGDM/SEIS  for  public  review 
and  comment  were  developed  based  on  the  review  of  the  administrative 
draft,  received  numerous  comments  and  as  a  result,  will  be  refined  based 
on  the  local  consensus  product. 
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The  Corps  is  working  with  the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  and  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  &Game  to  ensure  that  any  loss  of  riparian  vegetation 
and  shaded  riverine  aquatic  habitat  will  be  compensated.  A  combined  draft 
SEIS/EIS  will  be  refined  by  the  Corps  as  a  result  of  the  redesign  with 
assistance  from  the  city  and  county.  The  SEIS/EIR  discusses  impacts  to 
fish  and  wildlife  resources,  riparian,  wetlands  and  upland  vegetation,  water 
and  air  quality,  recreation,  endangered  species,  land  use,  socioeconomic, 
aesthetic  impacts  and  cumulative  impacts.  The  draft  SEIS/EIR  will  be 
released  again  for  public  review  and  comment  once  the  consensus  process 
is  complete. 

After  the  final  SGDM  and  SEIS/EIR  are  approved,  the  construction 
drawings  will  be  prepared.  The  Project  Cooperation  Agreement  will  be 
negotiated  and  signed  by  the  local  sponsors  and  the  Corps.  Once 
construction  funds  are  appropriated  and  real  estate  is  acquired, 
construction  can  begin.  The  sponsor  is  working  to  ensure  that  construction 
of  the  flood  control  features  will  start  in  Fiscal  Year  1998. 
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Design  Refinements  Under  Review 


As  previously  discussed,  the  local  sponsor  in  coordination  with  the 
community  and  the  Corps  has  initiated  an  aggressive  redesign  effort.  The 
community  redesign  effort  will  review  the  following  design  alternatives  to 
reach  consensus  on  an  acceptable  plan  which  can  be  approved  by  the 
Corps  and  supported  by  the  sponsor  and  community. 

Upstream  Dams  and  Reservoirs 

The  Coalition  is  now  determining  hydrologic  benefits  that  can  accrue 
to  downstream  properties,  including  the  City  of  Napa  from  dams, 
reservoirs  or  a  combination  of  storage  alternatives  upstream  of  the 
City  of  Napa. 

Watershed  l\/lanagement 

The  focus  is  on  determining  hydrologic  benefits  that  can  accrue  to 
downstream  properties,  including  the  City  of  Napa,  from 
implementation  of  a  comprehensive  watershed  management 
program  involving  creation  of  wetlands,  agricultural  property  setback 
levees,  planting  of  cover  crops  and  other  elements. 
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Oxbow/Downtown  Alternatives 

The  Committee  is  reviewing  oxbow  design  altematives  which  can 
convey  100  year  flood  waters  through  this  reach  of  the  river,  including 
current  Corps  design,  widened  oxbow  (no  by-pass)  and  a  dry  by- 
pass. This  effort  will  identify  key  downtown  issues,  such  as  bridges, 

downtown  land  use  plans,  circulation  and  other  things.  The 
Committee  will  also  review  Napa  Creek  issues. 

South  of  Third  Street  River  Restoration 

The  review  will  consider  the  widened,  terraced,  three  stage  channel  design 
alternative  for  its  ability  to  convey  100  year  flood  waters  from  Third  Street  to 
Kennedy  Park.  It  will  define  and  identify  options  for  river  restoration  and 
identify  toxic  and  design  issues  for  Riverside  Drive  area. 

Concurrent  with  review  of  the  design  alternatives  and  working  with  the 
resource  agencies,  the  Committee  will  develop  minimum  and  preferred 
standards  for  water  quality,  fish  and  riparian  habitat,  including  quantitative 
measures  regarding  oxygen,  salinity,  temperature  and  other  areas 
pertinent  to  the  Napa  River  project.  Each  alternative  design  recommended 
will  be  reviewed  to  determine  the  economic  and  regulatory  feasibility  within 
the  current  Corps  of  Engineers  authority,  cost/benefit  analysis  and  the 
resulting  impact  on  the  local  share  of  cost  and  financing  plan.  In  addition,  a 
compatible  recreation  plan  will  be  incorporated  into  the  final  design.  The 
plan  will  expand  upon  existing  community  features  and  create  new 
recreation  opportunities  taking  advantage  of  the  watercourse  setting. 


1906 


•12- 


THE  NAPA  RIVER  TIME  SCHEDULE 
AND  CURRENT  STATUS 


Initiation  of  Preconstruction 


Engineering  and  Design  (PED) 

Oct.  '88 

Completed 

General  Design  Conference 

Jan.  '89 

Completed 

Public  Hearing 

May  '89 

Completed 

Public  Scoping  Workshop 

Jun.  '89 

Completed 

Inter-Agency  Constraints  and 

Concerns  Workshop 

Aug.  '89 

Completed 

Napa  City  Council  sponsors 

Recreation  Component 

Sep.  '89 

Completed 

"Information  Paper  No.  1"  Concept 
Design  released  for  local  task 
force  and  Division  Review 


May  '90 


Completed 


Public/Technical  Review  of  Altematives 
and  Recreation  Element 


Apr. -Aug.  91        Completed 


In-Progress  Review,  Alternatives,  HTW 
Schedule  and  Cost  Revisions 


Aug.  '92 


Completed 
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Identify  National  Economic  Development 
(NED)  Plan 


May  '93 


Completed 


Technical  Review,  Administrative 
Review  Draft  Design  Document 


(GDM)  -  EIS-EIR 

Aug.  -Dec.  '94 

Completed 

Publish  Draft  GDM/EIS-EIR 

Mar.  '95 

Pending 

Republish  Draft  GDM/EIS-EIR 

Jan.  '97 

Sign  Project  Cooperation  Agreement 

Nov.  '97 

(PCA) 

Initiate  Plans  and  Specs 

July  '97 

Begin  Construction 

May  '98 
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NAPA  RIVER  NAVIGATION  DREDGING 


Background 

It  has  been  8  years  since  the  last  channel  maintenance  dredging  was 
performed.  In  September,  1988  the  channel  was  restored  to  a  depth  of  10" 
at  a  width  of  75'  from  Third  Street  to  the  Kennedy  Park  launch  ramp;  and  a 
depth  of  15'  at  a  100'  width  from  the  Kaiser  Drydocks/Basalt  Barge  wharf  to 
Good  Luck  Point  for  a  total  distarx^  of  approximately  8  nautical  miles. 

The  channel  has  historically  served  as  a  commercial  shipping  conidor  for 
transport  of  large-scale  steel  and  concrete  fabricated  products  including: 
ship  hulls,  oil  exploration  and  production  platforms,  and  large  diameter 
pipe.  The  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  System's  trans-bay  tube  which  carries 
the  San  Francisco-Oakland  rail  mass  transit  system  under  and  across  San 
Francisco  Bay  was  manufactured  in  Napa,  floated  down  the  Napa  River 
and  installed  in  the  Bay.  Large  quarried  rock  for  harbor  and  breakwater 
construction  nrwve  through  the  system,  as  well  as  raw  chrystalline  salt  for 
chemical  manufacturing.  Local  riverside  manufacturing  facilities  may  also 
present  unique  opportunities  for  serving  the  seismic  bridge  and  highway 
reconstruction  projects  being  planned  for  the  western  U.S.  by  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration. 

The  River  is  one  of  few  navigable  rivers  on  the  Western  U.S.  Ck)ast  and  is  a 
strategic  asset  for  the  expanding  Pacific  Rim  Marketplace.  The  Napa  River 
channel  is  complemented  by  state  and  locally  constructed  and  maintained 


1909 


•15- 


lift  bridges  (1  inighway  and  1  railway)  and  a  high  elevation-high  clearance 
fixed  highway  bridge  to  acconnmodate  ship  traffic. 

In  addition,  there  are  private  boat  harbors,  1  marina,  4  ship  dry  docks  and 
numerous  boat  launch  and  mooring  facilities  along  the  maintained  reach  of 
the  river  channel.  All  of  the  above  mentioned  facilities  and  uses  are 
important  to  the  local  economy. 

Present  Status 

The  Napa  River  Navigation  channel  was  surveyed  in  August  1993  and  was 
found  to  have  shoaling  and  blockage  of  the  channel  between  Good  Luck 
Point  and  the  Third  Street  Bridge.  Federal  funds  were  budgeted  in  FY  '94 
and  the  permitting  and  bidding  process  was  underway  targeting  a  dredging 
project  for  September  1994,  when  the  process  was  halted  by  order  of  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USF&WS)  for  evaluation  of  the  main  disposal 
site  at  John  F.  Kennedy  Park  for  possible  presence  of  the  Salt  Marsh 
Harvest  mouse,  a  Federally  listed  endangered  species. 

The  San  Francisco  District  Office  of  C.O.E.  consulted  with  USF&WS  and 
conducted  a  trapping  program  in  July  -  August  1995  which  found  that  the 
subject  mouse  was  not  present.  These  findings  were  provided  to  USF&WS 
which  on  October  18,  1995  responded  in  writing  to  the  negative  findings  of 
the  trapping  program,  stating  in  essence  that  the  disposal  site  is  not  now 
subject  to  their  restriction.  However,  the  trapping  program  and  USF&WS 
consultation  delayed  the  project  beyond  the  1995  reconstruction  cycle. 
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Project  Synopsis 

Condition  surveys  in  1993  and  1994  indicate  worsening  of  shoaling  and  in 
1995  and  thus  far,  this  year  the  River  has  experienced  3  storm  flows 
estimated  to  be  approximately  50-year  flood  events  creating  further 
deterioration  of  the  navigation  channel. 

Necessary  FY  1997  Funding 

Plans  and  specifications  and  all  environmental  clearances  and  approvals 
are  in  place  -  the  project  is  ready  to  go  if  there  is  funding.  $2.1  million  is 
estimated  to  be  the  cost  of  dredging  to  remove  approximately  250,0CX) 
cubic  yards  of  sediment.  We  understand  that  this  project  is  not  included  in 
the  Administration's  FY  '97  budget  proposal.  However,  this  funding  is 
needed  to  provide  access  for  critical  navigation  for  commerce  and  industry 
in  the  region.  In  addition,  this  dredging  work  is  needed  as  a  base  condition 
of  the  Napa  River  flood  control  project.  The  City  of  Napa  is  supporting  this 
work  to  promote  tourism,  a  key  commercial  activity  in  the  area. 

Recommendation: 

Request  an  add  of  $2.1  million  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  budget  to  fund  the 
maintenance  dredging  of  the  Napa  River  Flood  Control  channel  from  Third 
Street  to  Good  Luck  Point  for  FY  1997. 
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WED^fESDAY,  March  6,  1996. 
SAN  CLEMENTE  CREEK  PROJECT 

WITNESS 
NORMAN  RICHARDSON,  MAYOR,  TOWN  OF  CORTE  MADERA 

Ms.  Tennis.  Now  we  have  Norman  Richardson,  Mayor  of  the 
Town  of  Corte  Madera. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Mayor,  how  are  you? 

Mr.  Richardson.  Thank  you.  Grood  morning. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  submitted  written  testimony  for  the  San 
Clemente  Creek  Flood  Control  project,  and  my  brief  remarks  will 
supplement  that  testimony. 

First,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  and  this  committee.  You  have 
gone  out  of  your  way  and  have  seen  fit  to  support  this  very  difficult 
project.  The  interest  of  this  distinguished  committee  over  the  last 
five  years  has  achieved  results.  The  Town  Council  of  Corte  Madera 
is  very  grateful  and  thanks  you  for  your  continuing  support. 

We  are  now  approaching  preconstruction  engineering  and  design. 
Although  my  written  testimony  states  $800,000,  we  are  respectfully 
requesting  $900,000  for  this  phase.  We  are  concerned  about  main- 
taining continuity  and  urge  that  the  Corps  not  be  allowed  to  repro- 
gram  these  funds  to  another  project.  I  would  also  like  to  state  that 
the  town  has  been  cost-sharing  with  the  government  and  is  pre- 
pared to  continue  cost-sharing. 

I  would  like  to  introduce  our  Mayor — Vice  Mayor,  Sandra  Mark- 
er, who  is  also  here  today. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Vice  Mayor,  how  are  you?  Nice  to  have  you  here. 

Mr.  Richardson.  The  Town  of  Corte  Madera  thanks  you  and  this 
committee  for  its  support. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony.  I  am  sorry  I  was  dis- 
tracted for  just  a  moment.  I  have  a  conflicting  markup  going  on  in 
another  committee  and  we  are  trying  to  coordinate  schedules  right 
now.  Plus,  we  have  a  vote  on  the  House  Floor,  so  let  me  explain 
that  that  is  where  my  colleagues  have  gone.  As  soon  as  they  re- 
turn, I  am  going  to  go  to  vote  so  that  we  don't  lose  any  of  our  pre- 
cious time  here. 

Ms.  Tennis.  I  understand.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Richardson  follows:] 
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United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

SubcoDfflittee  on  Energy  and  water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

STATEMENT  OF  MORMAM  RICHAROSOH,  MAYOR 
TOWH  OF  CORTE  MADERA,  CALIFORNIA 

Good  Morning!   My  neune  is  Norman  Richardson  and  I  am  the  Mayor  of 
Corte  Madera,  California. 


I  have  come  before  you  this  morning  to  respectfully  request  that 
this  Subcommittee  support  a  budget  allocation  in  FY  97  o£  $800,000 
for  the  Pre-construotion  Engineering  and  Design  of  the  San  Clemente 
Creek  Tidal  Storm  Damage  Reduction  Study.  The  project  is  listed 
under  Marin  County  Shoreline  -  San  Clemente  Creek 

As  most  of  you  know,  the  Town  of  Corte  Madera  is  located  on  San 
Francisco  Bay  just  north  of  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge.  This  area  is 
an  ideal  Bay-side  location  in  which  to  live. 

Unfortunately,  the  Town's  location  on  San  Francisco  Bay  has  placed 
us  at  the  mercy  of  serious  tidal  flooding  problems.  This  flooding 
occurs  in  the  area  along  San  Clemente  Creek  and  is  caused  by  a 
combination  of  ground  subsidence,  high  tides  and  storm  water 
runoff.  Tidal  flooding  can  even  occur  in  dry  weather.  And  it  is 
predicted  to  increase  with  the  passage  of  time  because  the  area  is 
settling  as  the  bay  mud  which  lies  underground  continues  to 
consolidate. 
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The  Town  of  Corte  Madera  is  conunitted  to  maintaining  the 
community's  safety  and  quality  of  live.  To  that  end,  the  Town  and 
the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  negotiated  a  Cost  Sharing 
Agreement  to  conduct  a  Feasibility  Study  to  define  the  flooding 
problem  and  develop  a  plan  for  Congressional  action. 

The  Town  Council  approved  the  Cost  Sharing  Agreement  and  has 
budgeted  funds  to  pay  its  full  share  of  all  local  costs. 

Last  year,  with  the  assistance  of  our  Congresswoman ,  Lynn  Woolsey, 
the  Town  sec\ired  funding  to  complete  the  Feasibility  Phase  of  the 
study  and  to  provide  for  a  seamless  transition  into  the  Pre- 
construction  Engineering  and  Design  Phase. 

This  year,  the  California  Water  Commission  is  recommending  that 
$800,000  be  included  in  the  President's  FY  97  Budget  to  complete 
the  Pre-construction  Engineering  and  Design  Phase.  I  respectfully 
request  that  you  support  a  FY  97  budget  allocation  of  $800,000  for 
the  Marin  County  Shoreline  -  San  Clemente  Creek  Study. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  kind  attention  and  continuing  support 
for  this  important  project. 


TEST96.MRH 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

SANTA  CLARA  VALLEY  WATER  DISTRICT  PROJECTS 

COYOTE  AND  BERRYESSA  CREEKS  PROJECTS 

GUADALUPE  RIVER  PROJECT 

UPPER  GUADALUPE  RIVER  PROJECT 

UPPER  PENITENTIA  CREEK  PROJECT 

SAN  JOSE  AREA  WATER  RECLAMATION  AND  REUSE 

PROGRAM 

SAN  FRANCISCO  AREA  WATER  RECLAMATION  STUDY 

WITNESSES 

JOE  JUDGE,  CHAIR,  SANTA  CLARA  VALLEY  WATER  DISTRICT 
STANLEY  M.  WILLIAMS,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  SANTA  CLARA  VALLEY 
WATER  DISTRICT 

Ms.  Tennis.  Stanley  M.  Williams  is  the  General  Manager  of 
Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District. 

Mr.  Williams.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to  talk  about  four 
projects  with  you  real  quickly  this  morning.  We  are  the  local  spon- 
sor, as  the  water  district,  for  four  projects  with  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers. These  are  located  in  Santa  Clara  County.  The  City  of  San 
Jose  is  our  largest  city,  and  is  also  known  as  the  Silicon  Valley 
area. 

The  first  project  is  the  construction  of  the  Lower  Guadalupe 
River  project.  It  has  been  under  way.  Unfortunately,  is  not  yet 
completed.  We  are  looking  for  $12.5  million  for  construction  this 
year.  The  project  was  not  in  place  yet,  and  we  did  have  flood  dam- 
age in  that  downtown  San  Jose  area  last  year  with  those  winter 
floods  that  caused  considerable  damage  in  California.  A  bit  further 
up  that  same  watershed,  on  the  upper  part  of  the  Guadalupe  River, 
we  are  looking  for  500,000  as  the  Federal  portion  of  the  study  cost 
to  complete  the  feasibility  study  on  that  project. 

Last  year,  when  we  were  here  on  these  same  four  projects,  we 
could  have  told  you  that  all  together  they  account  for  the  preven- 
tion, if  they  were  completed,  of  flood  damages  for  a  1  percent  flood, 
about  a  billion  dollars. 

The  good  news  is,  one  of  the  projects  this  year  has  been  com- 
pleted, and  that  is  the  Coyote  Creek  project;  and  they  are  we  are 
looking  for  $2.4  million  to  complete  the  environmental  mitigation 
as  a  local — the  responsibility  for  the  project,  the  planting  of  ripar- 
ian vegetation.  The  good  news  is  that  that  project  is  in  place  now 
and  would  reduce  that  $1  billion  by  $250  million  alone.  So  that  is 
the  good  news. 

And  ill  fact  the  other  part  of  that  good  news  is,  that  project  was 
completed  essentially  in  about  a  12-year  period,  which,  as  you 
know,  for  a  Federal/local-sponsored  project  is  a  real  rapid  time  pe- 
riod. 

Finally,  we  have  got — the  fourth  project  is  the  reconnaissance 
study  on  the  Upper  Penitentia  Creek.  This  is  really  just  getting 
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started,  and  we  are  looking  for  $650,000  there  to  continue  that  re- 
connaissance study. 

We  are  also  the  water  supply  agency  for  Santa  Clara  County.  In 
that  respect,  we  are  also  recommending  and  requesting  the  com- 
mittee's support  for  a  couple  of  water  reclamation  projects  in  our 
area.  That  is  both  the  San  Jose  Area  Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse 
project  and  the  San  Francisco  Area  project. 

We  really  appreciate  the  support  this  committee  has  given  us 
and  we  feel  like  we  have  been  very  successful  so  far  in  this  part- 
nership with  the  Federal  Grovemment  and  local  sponsors. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  very  much  for  this  testimony. 

Now,  these  are  the  four  projects  that  Congresswoman  Eshoo  tes- 
tified about  earlier;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Williams.  Right. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Judge  follows:] 
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5750  ALMAOEN  EXPRESSWAY 
SAN  JOSE,  CA  95118-3686 
TELEPHONE  (408)  265-2600 
FACSIMILE  (408)  266-0271 

AN  AFFIRMATIVE  ACTION  EMPLOYER 


STATEMENT  OF 

Joe  Judge 
Chair/Board  of  Directors 

Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District 
San  Jose,  California 

March  1996 

Before  the 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
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SUMMARY 


THE  STATEMENT  URGES  THE  COMMITTEE'S  SUPPORT  IN  THE  AMOUNT  OF  $12.5  MILUON 
TO  CONTINUE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  GUADALUPE  RIVER  PROJECT. 


^3  recycled  papei 
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Statement  of  Support 

for  FY  1996-97 

Appropriations 

Guadalupe  River  Project 

March  1996 
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GUADALUPE  RIVER  PROJECT 


BACKGROUND 

The  Guadalupe  River  is  one  of  the  major  waterways  that  flow  through  the  highly  developed  area 
of  San  Jose,  California.  Historically,  the  river  has  flooded  the  downtown  areas  of  San  Jose  and  Alviso 
beyond  local  c^ability  to  prevent.  For  example,  estimated  damages  from  a  1  percent  flood  that  would 
inundate  the  urban  center  of  San  Jose,  is  $526  million.  It  is  estimated  that  a  2  percent  flood  on  this  river 
would  cause  $234  million  worth  of  damage  under  existing  conditions.  The  probability  of  such  a  flood 
occurring  before  implementation  of  flood  prevention  measures  is  quite  high.  A  2  percent  flood  has  an 
18  percent  chance  of  occurring  during  a  10-year  period;  a  1  percent  flood  has  about  10  percent  chance 
of  occurring  during  this  same  period.  There  is  strong  potential,  therefore,  that  a  damaging  flood  will 
occur  before  the  problem  can  be  resolved.  The  Guadalupe  River  had  started  to  overflow  its  banks  in 
April  1982  and  January  1983  before  the  storms  receded  and  avoided  major  damage.  The  Guadalupe  River 
did  overbank  in  February  1986  and  most  recently,  on  January  9,  1995,  and  March  10,  1995,  causing 
damages  to  residences  and  business  in  the  St.  John  and  Pleasant  Street  area  of  the  downtown. 

PROJECT  SYNOPSIS 

In  1971,  the  community  requested  the  Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps)  to  reactivate  its  earlier  study. 
The  Plan  of  Study  was  completed  in  1973.  The  initial  problem  deflnition  and  alternative  screening  was 
completed  in  1974.  More  detailed  problem  deflnition  and  alternative  studies  for  the  Guadalupe  River 
were  completed  in  1978.  The  Stage  2  report  was  completed  in  1980  for  the  combined  Guadalupe  River, 
Coyote  Creek  and  Baylands.  The  report  at  that  time  established  the  economic  feasibility  and  federal 
interest  in  the  Guadalupe  River. 

The  Guadalupe  River  project  received  authorization  for  construction  under  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1986.  Since  that  time,  the  final  General  Design  Memorandum  (GDM)  was 
completed  in  1992,  the  local  cooperative  agreement  was  executed  in  March  1992,  construction  of  the  fint 
phase  of  the  project  was  completed  in  August  1994,  and  a  construction  contract  for  the  second  phase  of 
the  project  was  awarded  in  July  1994. 

In  an  effort  to  accelerate  the  completion  of  this  project,  the  local  community  through  the  Santa 
Clara  Valley  Water  District  has  provided  a  substantial  amount  of  technical  and  flnancial  assistance  since 
1972.  The  local  community  has  initiated  local  projects  within  the  Corps'  project  reach  and  reaches 
downstream  of  the  Corps  limits.  In  excess  of  $30  million  in  local  funds  has  been  spent  on  the  planning, 
design  and  construction  of  such  improvements  to  date. 

FY  1996  FUNDING 

The  1996  Budget  includes  $8.1  million  to  continue  construction  of  the  Guadalupe  River  Project. 
Construction  of  Contract  1  was  completed  in  August  1994.  Construction  of  Contract  2  is  proceeding  and 
scheduled  to  be  completed  in  August  1996.  Contraa  3  of  the  project  is  scheduled  to  be  advertised  in 
January  1997  and  be  completed  in  March  1998. 
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NECESSARY  FY  1997  FUNDING 

Funding  for  the  Guadalupe  River  project  during  1997  in  the  amount  of  $12.5  million  to  continue 
construction  is  essential  to  providing  critically  needed  flood  protection  to  the  metropolitan  area  of  San  Jose 
and  the  north  San  Jose  community  of  Alviso. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Based  upon  the  present  high  flood  risk  and  potential  damage  from  the  Guadalupe  River,  it  is 
requested  that  the  Committee  support  $12.5  million  that  is  included  in  the  Administration's  budget  to 
continue  construction  of  the  Guadalupe  River  projea. 
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Before  the 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Conunittee  on  Appropriations 

Suitcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 


SUMMARY 

THE  STATEMENT  URGES  THE  COMMITTEE'S  SUPPORT  IN  THE  AMOUNT  OF  $500,000  TO 
COMPLETE  THE  FEASIBIUTY  STUDY  ON  THE  UPPER  GUADALUPE  RIVER  PORTION  OF 
THE  GUADALUPE  RIVER  PROJECT. 
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BACKGROUND 

The  Guadalupe  River  is  one  of  the  two  major  waterways  that  flow  through  the  highly  urbanized 
area  of  Sanu  Clara  County,  California.  Historically,  the  river  has  flooded  the  central  district  of  San  Jose 
and  areas  south  beyond  local  capability  to  prevent.  For  example,  the  estimated  damages  from  a  1  percent 
flood,  which  would  inundate  the  urban  center  of  San  Jose,  is  $527  million.  Damages  in  the  Upper 
Guadalupe  River's  densely  residential  floodplain  south  of  Highway  280  would  exceed  $1 14  million.  The 
probability  of  a  large  flood  occurring  before  implementation  of  flood  prevention  measures  is  quite  high. 
A  2  percent  flood  has  an  18  percent  chance  of  occurring  during  a  10-year  period;  a  1  percent  flood  has 
about  10  percent  chance  of  occurring  during  this  same  period.  There  is  strong  potential,  dierefore,  that 
a  damaging  flood  will  occur  before  the  problem  can  be  resolved.  The  Upper  Guadalupe  River  near  Alma 
Street  had  started  to  overflow  its  banks  in  February  1980  before  the  storm  receded  and  avoided  major 
damage.  The  Upper  Guadalupe  River  did  overbank  in  March  1982,  January  1983,  February  1986,  and 
again  in  January  1995,  and  March  10,  1995,  causing  damage  to  several  residences  and  businesses  in  the 
Alma  Street  and  Willow  Street  area.  The  flooding  of  January  9,  1995,  and  March  10,  1995,  closed 
Highway  87. 

STUDY  SYNOPSIS 

In  1971,  the  community  requested  the  Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps)  to  reactivate  its  earlier  study. 
The  Plan  of  Study  was  completed  in  1973.  The  initial  problem  definition  and  alternative  screening  was 
completed  in  1974.  More  detailed  problem  defmition  and  alternative  studies  for  the  Guadalupe  River 
were  complied  in  1978.  The  1980  Stage  2  report  established  the  economic  feasibility  and  federal  interest 
in  the  Guadalupe  River  only  between  Highway  880  and  Highway  280.  In  light  of  flooding  in  1982  and 
1983,  the  local  sponsors  requested  that  the  Corps  reopen  its  study  of  the  Upper  Guadalupe  River 
(upstream  of  Highway  280).  The  Corps  completed  a  reconnaissance  study  in  November  1989  which 
established  that  there  was  an  economically  justifiable  alternative  solution  to  the  flood  problem.  The  report 
recommended  proceeding  to  the  feasibility  study  phase.  A  Feasibility  Cost-Sharing  Agreement  (FCSA) 
was  signed  by  the  local  sponsor  and  the  Corps  on  October  16,  1990  and  amended  in  December  1992. 
The  milestone  F4  conference  resulted  in  a  reformulation  of  the  project  alternatives.  A  new  FCSA  was 
signed  in  July  1995.  The  new  estimate  is  for  a  $5.0  million  study  scheduled  for  completion  by  1997. 
Based  on  the  risk-based  analysis  completed  in  January  the  NED  plan  would  be  the  50-year  level  of  flood 
protection.  Project  cost  would  be  $46  million.  The  local  sponsor  strongly  feels  that  there  are  adequate 
ovoriding  and  compelling  reasons  favoring  selection  of  ahigher  level  of  protection  (100-year)  as  the  NED 
plan. 

FY  1996  FUNDING 

A  feasibility  investigation  on  the  Upper  Guadalupe  River  continued  in  19%  with  funding  in  the 
amount  of  $285,000. 

NECESSARY  FY  97  FUNDING 

Funding  for  the  Upper  Guadalupe  River  project  during  1997  in  the  amount  of  $500,000  to  complete 
the  feasibility  study  effort  is  essential  to  timely  implementation  of  critically  needed  flood  protection. 
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RECONfMENDATION 

Based  upon  the  present  high  flood  risk  and  potential  damage  from  the  Upper  Guadalupe  River,  it 
is  requested  that  the  Committee  support  $500,000  for  1997  to  complete  the  feasibility  study  on  the  Upper 
Guadalupe  River.  Costs  of  the  study  are  shared  equally  between  the  sponsor  and  the  Corps. 
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SUMMARY 

THE  STA  TEMENT  URGES  THE  COMMITTEE'S  SUPPORT  IN  THE  AMOUNT  OF  $2.4  MILUON 
TO  COMPLETE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  COYOTE  CREEK  PROJECT  AND  COMPLETE  GDM 
PREPARATION  AND  DESIGN  FOR  BERRYESSA  CREEK  PROJECT. 
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BACKGROUND 

The  Coyote  and  Berryessa  Creeks  investigation  was  authorized  by  Congress  in  1941  under  the 
Guadalupe  River  and  Adjacent  Streams  authority.  Coyote  Creek  is  one  of  the  two  major  waterways  that 
flow  through  the  highly  urbanized  areas  of  San  Jose,  Milpitas  and  Santa  Clara  County,  California. 
Berryessa  Creek  flows  through  a  small  portion  of  San  Jose  and  the  growing  community  of  Milpitas. 
Historically,  Coyote  Creek  has  flooded  the  north  San  Jose  community  of  Alviso  beyond  local  capability 
to  prevent.  Damages  on  Coyote  Creek  would  be  $250  million  during  the  1  percent  event  to  the  north  San 
Jose  and  Milpitas  area.  Berryessa  Creek  would  cause  $52  million  in  damages  to  the  homes  and  industries 
of  Milpitas  and  San  Jose.  The  probability  of  a  large  flood  occurring  before  implementation  of  flood 
prevention  measures  is  quite  high.  A  2  percent  flood  has  an  18  percent  chance  of  occurring  during  a 
10-year  period;  a  1  percent  flood  has  about  10  percent  chance  of  occurring  during  this  same  period. 
There  is  strong  potential,  therefore,  that  a  damaging  flood  will  occur  before  the  problem  can  be  resolved. 
In  January  1983,  floodwaters  escaped  from  Berryessa  Creek  and  caused  damage  to  several  homes  and 
businesses.  Coyote  Creek  has  caused  the  greater  damages  amounting  to  several  million  dollars, 
overbanking  in  April  1982  and  again  in  March  1983.  Hundreds  of  people  were  forced  to  evacuate  their 
homes  where  floodwaters  stood  for  many  days.  Flood  damages  were  avoided  in  January  and  again  in 
March  1995  due  to  the  protection  offered  by  the  substantially  completed  Coyote  projea. 

PROJECT  SYNOPSIS 

In  1971,  the  community  requested  the  Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps)  to  reactivate  its  earlier  Guadalupe 
River  and  Adjacent  Streams  Study  which  included  Coyote  Creek.  The  Plan  of  Study  was  completed  in 
1973.  The  initial  problem  definition  and  alternative  screening  was  completed  in  1974.  More  detailed 
problem  definition  and  alternative  studies  were  completed  in  1978.  The  third  phase,  study  of  freshwater 
flooding  in  the  Baylands,  (which  included  the  lower  reaches  on  Coyote  Creek)  was  completed  in  1979. 
The  Stage  2  report  could  not  establish  the  economic  feasibility  and  federal  interest  in  Coyote  Creek.  In 
light  of  flooding  in  1982  and  1983,  the  Corps  refocused  its  study  on  Coyote  Creek  to  address  the 
inadequate  level  of  protection  providexl  by  unstable  levees.  Berryessa  Creek  originally  was  a  Section  205 
study  but  was  combined  with  Coyote  Creek  when  the  project  cost  exceeded  the  limits  of  that  program. 

In  an  effort  to  accelerate  the  completion  of  this  overall  program,  the  local  community  through  the 
Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District  has  provided  a  substantial  amount  of  technical  and  financial  assistance 
since  1972.  Special  planning  studies  have  been  completed  by  the  District  for  inclusion  into  the  Corps' 
studies.  The  Coyote/Berryessa  Creek  projea  received  authorization  for  preconstruction,  engineering  and 
design  under  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986.  The  project  was  authorized  for  construction 
under  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1990.  The  Project  Cooperation  Agreement  for  Coyote 
Creek  was  executed  in  August  1994. 

The  severe  flood  problem  and  the  ominous  threat  of  future  damages  has  forced  the  local  conununity 
to  initiate  a  local  project  on  Coyote  Creek  in  anticipation  of  future  federal  participation.  Over  $30  million 
has  been  spent  on  the  planning,  design  and  construction  of  improvements  on  Coyote  Creek  to  date,  which 
are  planned  for  augmentation  of  and  incorporation  into  the  federal  project.  The  Chief  of  Engineer's 
February  1989  report  contained  $8.63  million  Seaion  104  credit  for  flood  control  measures  undertaken 
by  the  Water  District  from  San  Francisco  Bay  to  Milpitas  Sewage  Treatment  Plant.  Congress  authorized, 
in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1988  (PL  100-676),  $3  million  in  reimbursement  to  the 
Water  District  for  construction  of  flood  control  measures  upstream  of  the  Milpitas  Sewage  Treatment 
Plant.  The  Distria  has  completed  this  work.  A  Section  215  agreement  was  executed  with  the  Corps  in 
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December  1993  which  provides  additional  $3  million  for  the  sponsor  to  design  and  construct 
approximately  7,000  feet  long  of  Coyote  Creek  upstream  of  Highway  237  in  the  cities  of  San  Jose  and 
Milpitas.  The  flood  control  improvements  were  completed  in  February  1996.  The  remaining  project 
work  consists  of  establishing  over  20  acres  of  riparian  mitigation. 

FY  1996  FUNDING 

The  1996  Budget  included  $12.0  million  to  continue  Preconstruction  Engineering  and  Design 
(PE&D)  on  Berryessa  Creek  and  continue  construction  on  Coyote  Creek.  The  Corps  awarded  the  Coyote 
Creek  construction  contract  in  September  1994  which  was  completed  in  February  1996. 

NECESSARY  FY  97  FUNDING 

Construction  funding  for  the  Coyote/Berryessa  Creek  projects  during  1997  in  the  amount  of 
$2.4  million  as  contained  in  the  Administration's  budget  will  be  required  to  complete  construction  of  the 
Coyote  Creek  project  and  complete  GDM  preparation  and  design  for  Berryessa  Creek. 

RECOlVfMENDATION 

Based  upon  the  present  high  flood  risk  and  potential  damage  from  Coyote  and  Berryessa  Creeks, 
it  is  requested  that  the  Committee  support  continued  construction  funding  in  the  amount  of  $2.4  million 
as  included  in  the  Administration's  budget  to  continue  federal  construction. 
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SUMMARY 

THE  STATEMENT  URGES  THE  COMMITTEE'S  SUPPORT  IN  THE  AMOUNT  OF  $650,000  TO 
CONTINUE  THE  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  OF  THE  UPPER  PENITENCIA  CREEK  PROJECT. 
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BACKGROUND 

The  Upper  Penitencia  Creek  watershed  is  located  in  the  northeast  part  of  Santa  Clara  County, 
California,  near  the  southern  end  of  San  Francisco  Bay.  The  creek  has  flooded  many  times,  most  notably 
in  1911.  More  recently  the  creek  overfoanked  in  1978,  1980,  1982,  1983,  1986,  and  199S.  The 
January  9,  1995,  event  caused  damage  to  a  commercial  nursery  and  dqrasited  mud  in  a  condominium 
complex  and  a  business  park. 

The  proposed  project  on  Uppo'  Penitencia  Creek,  from  Coyote  Creek  confluence  to  Dorel  Drive, 
will  protect  portions  of  cities  of  San  Jose  and  Milpitas.  The  watershed  is  completely  urbanized, 
undeveloped  land  is  limited  to  a  few  scattered  parcels  still  used  for  agriculture  and  the  corridor  along 
Upper  Penitencia  Creek.  Based  on  the  1995  Reconnaissance  Rqx>rt,  4,300  buildings  are  located  in  the 
floodprone  area,  1 ,900  of  which  will  have  water  entering  the  first  floor.  The  estimated  damages  from 
a  1  percent  or  100-year  flood  is  $121  million. 

STUDY  SYNOPSIS 

The  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS)  under  the  authority  of  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  Public  Law  83-566,  completed  a  study  of  the  economic  feasibility 
of  constructing  flood  damage  reduction  facilities  on  Upper  Penitencia  Creek.  However,  NRCS  watershed 
plan  has  been  stalled  since  1990  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  because  the  benefits  to  agriculture 
are  less  than  20  percent  of  the  total  benefits  of  the  project. 

The  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District  requested  that  the  Corps  proceed  with  a  reconnaissance  study 
in  April  1994  as  one  possible  option  to  solving  the  dilemma  of  the  stalled  NRCS  plan.  Funds  were 
^propriated  by  Congress  for  FY  1995  and  the  Corps  started  the  reconnaissance  study  in  October  1994. 
The  Reconnaissance  Rqx)rt  was  completed  in  July  1995,  with  the  recommendation  to  proceed  with  the 
Feasibility  Study  Phase.  The  Feasibility  Study  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  August  1998. 

FY  1996  FUNDING 

The  Feasibility  Study  is  scheduled  to  begin  on  Upper  Penitencia  Creek  in  FY  1996  with  funding 
in  the  amount  of  $120,000.  The  Feasibility  Study  Cost-Sharing  Agreement  is  expected  to  be  signed  by 
die  sponsor  in  April  1996.    The  study  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  August  1998. 

NECESSARY  FY  1997  FUNDING 

Funding  for  the  Upper  Penitencia  Creek  project  during  FY  1997  in  the  amount  of  $650,000  to 
continue  the  Feasibility  Study  is  essential  to  providing  needed  flood  protection  to  the  citizens  in  Cities  of 
San  Jose  and  Milpitas. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Based  upon  the  present  high  flood  risk  and  potential  damage  from  Upper  Penitencia  Creek,  it  is 
requested  that  the  Committee  include  $650,000  to  initiate  a  feasibility  study  for  the  Upper  Penitencia 
Creek  project. 
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SUMMARY 

THE  STATEMENT  URGES  THE  COMMITTEE'S  SUPPORT  TO  CONTINUE  CONSTRUCTION 
FUNDING  FOR  THE  SAN  JOSE  AREA  WATER  RECI^MATION  AND  REUSE  PROGRAM. 
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BACKGROUND 

The  San  Jose  Area  Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse  Program,  also  known  as  South  Bay  Water 
Recycling,  will  allow  the  City  of  San  Jose  and  its  tributary  agencies  of  the  San  Jose/Santa  Clara  Water 
Pollution  Control  Plant  to  protect  endangered  species  habitats,  meet  receiving  water  quality  standards  and 
supplement  Santa  Clara  County  water  supplies. 

The  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District  (District)  is  participating  with  the  City  of  San  Jose  in  the 
development  of  the  reclamation  and  reuse  program.  Towards  that  end,  the  District  is  assisting  the  City 
of  San  Jose  in  providing  fmancial  support  and  technical  assistance  for  program  planning,  liaison  with 
water  retailers,  and  in  providing  design,  construction,  inspection,  and  other  services  for  the  Program. 
Design,  construction,  construction  administration,  and  inspection  for  the  Program's  Transmission  Pipeline 
and  Milpitas  lA  Pipeline  are  being  performed  by  the  District  under  contract  to  the  City  of  San  Jose. 

The  Program  is  divided  into  two  phases.  Phase  1 ,  now  entering  final  design,  involves  construction 
of  nearly  60  miles  of  transmission  and  distribution  pipelines,  pump  stations  and  reservoirs,  and  has  an 
estimated  capital  cost  of  $130  million.  It  is  anticipated  that  Phase  I  will  begin  operation  in  November 
1997,  and  will  deliver  an  estimated  9,000  acre-feet/year  of  nonpotable  recycled  water.  The  City  of  San 
Jose  is  the  program  sponsor  for  Phase  1 . 

Phase  2,  estimated  to  be  implemented  in  2001,  will  involve  the  assessment  of  other  potential 
recycling  strategies  including  additional  nonpotable,  groundwater  recharge,  and  surface  water 
augmentation,  as  well  as  environmental  enhancements,  such  as  constructed  wetlands.  The  City  of  San 
Jose  and  the  District  have  investigated  these  options  and  a  preliminary  analysis  has  been  wrinen  by  the 
City. 

In  1992,  Public  Law  102-575  authorized  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  participate  with  the  City  of 
San  Jose  and  the  District  in  the  plarming,  design,  and  construction  of  demonstration  and  permanent 
facilities  to  reclaim  and  reuse  water  in  the  San  Jose  metropolitan  service  area. 

FY  1996  FUNDING 

Construction  funding  of  the  San  Jose  Area  Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse  Program  continued  in 
1996  with  funding  in  the  amount  of  $1,715,000. 

NECESSARY  FY  97  FUNDING 

Funding  for  the  San  Jose  Area  Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse  Program  during  1997  to  continue  the 
construction  effort  is  essential  to  timely  implementation  of  this  important  water  supply  project. 


RECOMMENDATION 

Based  on  the  important  water  supply  and  environmental  benefits  to  the  area,  it  is  requested  that  the 
committee  continue  the  construction  for  the  San  Jose  Area  Water  Reclamation  Program. 
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SUMMARY 

THE  STATEMENT  URGES  THE  COMMITTEE'S  SUPPORT  TO  CONTINUE  FEASIBIUTY  STUDY 
FUNDING  FOR  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  AREA  WATER  RECLAMATION  STUDY. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  AREA  WATER  RECLAMATION  STUDY 


BACKGROUND 

The  purpose  of  the  San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Study,  also  known  as  the  Central 
California  Regional  Water  Recycling  Project,  is  to  conduct  a  feasibility  study  to  identify  California  regions 
that  could  use  high-quality  recycled  water  for  such  purposes  as  agricultural  irrigation  or  salinity  control. 
The  study  is  examining  if  freshwater  can  be  freed-up,  and  what  potential  exchange  could  result  to  benefit 
to  the  environment,  urban,  or  industrial  needs.  Only  excess  recycled  wastewater  that  exceeds  maximiun 
local  usage  by  Bay  Area  municipalities  would  be  exported  to  outside  regions  for  beneficial  reuse.  This 
excess  water  is  currently  disposed  of  into  the  San  Francisco  Bay,  rivers  and  Delta— a  discharge  option 
that  will  be  more  difficult  in  the  face  of  increasingly  stringent  discharge  limitations  and  higher  treatment 
standards  facing  the  entire  State. 

The  feasibility  study  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  October  1995,  so  that  a  complete  environmental 
review  of  the  best  alternatives  can  be  completed  by  October  1997.  These  deadlines  comply  with  the  PL 
102-575  requirement  for  a  report  back  to  Congress  no  later  than  4  years  after  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's 
first  appropriation  in  October  1993. 

The  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District  is  participating  in  the  feasibility  study  in  providing  financial, 
technical,  and  project  management  support,  along  with  other  local  water  and  wastewater  agencies. 

FY  1996  FUNDING 

Feasibility  Study  funding  of  the  San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Study  in  FY  1996  was 
$2,575,000. 

NECESSARY  FY  97  FUNDING 

Funding  for  the  San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Study  during  1997  to  continue  the 
feasibility  study  effort  is  essential  to  timely  completion  of  the  Study. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Based  on  the  important  water  supply  and  wastewater  discharge  benefits  to  the  region,  it  is  requested 
that  the  committee  continue  the  feasibility  snidy  funding  for  the  San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation 
Study.   Costs  of  the  project  are  shared  between  the  sponsor  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
SAN  LORENZO  RIVER  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

CAROLYN  C.  CHANEY,  WASHD4GTON,  D.C.  REPRESENTATIVE,  CITY  OF 
SANTA  CRUZ 

Ms.  Tennis.  Representing  the  City  of  Santa  Cruz,  we  have  Caro- 
Ijni  Chaney. 

Ms.  Chaney.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  coming  be- 
fore you  today  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  Santa  Cruz  and  their  San 
Lorenzo  Flood.  Control  project. 

First,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  supporting  the  project  in  the  past. 
And  Congressman  Farr  testified  on  behalf  of  our  project  earlier 
today,  so  I  won't  go  into  the  numbers.  But  I  just  wanted  to  say  that 
while  the  California  Water  Commission  has  not  had  a  vote  on  this 
particular  project  and  our  numbers  disagree,  it  is  because  we  are 
caught  up  in  the  lack  of  a  WRDA  bill  at  this  point. 

The  Corps  has  asked  us — or  has  testified  on  our  behalf  for  the 
last  two  times,  and  we  hope  this  year  it  will  come  through  and  that 
you  will  be  able  to  help  us  support  going  ahead  with  the  first  phase 
of  the  construction. 

Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  your  time. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  You  are  saying  that  you  hope  that  this  project  will 
be  authorized  in  the  WRDA  bill  that  we  still  hope  to  do  this  session 
of  Congress? 

Mr.  Williams.  Right.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Okay.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Chaney  follows:] 
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Carolyn  C.  Chaney 

Washington  Assistant 

City  of  Santa  Cruz,  California 

before 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

March  6,  1996 


Chairman  Myers,  members  of  the  subcommittee,  thank  you  for  your  time.  On  behalf  of 
the  City  of  Santa  Cruz,  California,  I  respeafully  request  your  assistance  in  forwarding  the 
San  Lorenzo  River  flood  control  project  that  has  been  in  the  works  for  many,  many  years. 
While  the  California  Water  Commission  has  not  had  a  vote  on  this  phase  of  the  San 
Lorenzo  River,  we  are  confident  if  they  had  been  given  the  opponunity,  they  would  be 
supporting  $7  million  for  the  first  year  of  a  two-year  construaion  project.  In  addition,  we 
request  an  additional  $1  million  for  environmental  restoration  of  the  projeCT  under  Section 
1135  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act. 

The  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  requested  the  inclusion  of  this  project  in  hearings 
regarding  the  Water  Resources  Development  Aa  for  the  last  several  years.  Unfortunately, 
to  date,  there  has  not  been  a  WRDA  bill  enacted.  In  anticipation  of  the  authorization, 
however,  we  request  your  continued  assistance  with  our  project. 

At  the  time  of  the  Chief's  Report  two  years  ago,  the  Corps  estimated  the  total  construction 
cost  at  $15.7  million.  With  inflation  and  other  changes,  it  is  now  estimated  that  it  will  cost 
approximately  $18  million. 

The  City  of  Santa  Cruz  has  been  working  with  the  Corps  for  several  decades  to  upgrade 
the  protection  offered  by  our  existing  Corps  flood  control  project  which  presently  gives  less 
than  30  years  of  flood  protection.  The  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake  that  struck  the  heart  of 
Santa  Cruz  in  1989  not  only  devastated  the  City's  downtown  but  also  delayed  the  proposed 
flood  control  improvements. 

The  City  has  in  the  meantime  rebuilt  its  whole  downtown.  Therefore,  it  is  essential,  now 
more  than  ever,  to  eliminate  a  critical  flood  threat  that  exists  in  the  City's  downtown  area. 
The  project  will  also  help  create  both  construction  jobs  and  long-term  economic 
development  as  a  result  of  potential  private  investments  adjacent  to  the  environmental 
enhancements  we  hope  to  attain. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  thank  your  committee  for  supporting  this  project  in  the  past  and  request 
that  you  continue  to  do  so.  After  spending  more  than  $4  million  on  studies,  and 
anticipating  to  spend  at  least  $10  million  locally  in  bridge  repair  and  replacement  for  this 
project,  we  hope  that  you  will  support  the  last  phase  of  our  project  and  allow  us  to  go  to 
construction  of  not  only  the  basic  flood  control  project,  but  also  the  enhancement  portion 
of  the  project. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 


1939 

Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  DRAINAGE  AREA  PROJECT 

HANSON  AND  LOPEZ  DAMS;  SANTA  FE  AND  WHTTTIER 
NARROWS  DAMS 

WITNESS 

CARL  BLUM,   DEPUTY  DIRECTOR,  LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  DEPART- 
MENT OF  PUBLIC  WORKS 

Ms.  Tennis.  Now  we  have  Carl  Blum  from  the  County  of  Los  An- 
geles. 

Mr.  Blum.  Good  morning.  Carl  Blum,  Deputy  Director  of  the  Los 
Angeles  County  Department  of  Public  Works,  local  sponsor  on  sev- 
eral projects. 

I  would  like  to  urge  your  support  today  for  continuing  Federal 
funding  for  two  water  conservation  and  supply  feasibility  studies 
that  are  ongoing.  One  has  to  do  with  the  Hanson  and  Lopez  Dams, 
we  are  asking  for  $400,000  for  that;  and  the  second  is  for  the  Santa 
Fe  and  the  Whittier  Narrows  Dams  of  $450,000. 

The  other  project  I  am  here  for  is  the  Los  Angeles  County  Drain- 
age Area  project  that  Congressman  Horn  testified  on.  We  are  urg- 
ing support  of  $50  million  to  fund  the  continuing  construction 
phase  of  that  project,  and  I  would  just  like  to  add  one  comment, 
I  think,  to  supplement  what  Congressman  Horn  said. 

The  total  Federal  share  for  the  construction  phase  of  this  project 
is  going  to  be  about  $200  million.  The  annual  mandatory  flood  in- 
surance that  will  be  required  for  the  people  living  in  the  overflow 
area  is  $131  million  per  year.  So  you  can  see  the  impact  is  very 
significant,  and  we  urge  that  the  $50  million  funding  level  be  ap- 
proved for  this  coming  year. 

Thank  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  That  is  sort  of  a  broad  interpretation  of  cost-benefit 
analysis,  but  it  is  one  I  appreciate. 

Mr,  Blum.  It  is  normally  not  considered,  but  has  a  real  impact 
on  the  people  that  live  there. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Yes. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Certainly. 

Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Blum  follows:] 
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LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WORKS 

A  PRESENTATION  OF  THE  FLOOD  CONTROL  NEEDS  IN  LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY 

FEDERAL  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Sxibcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John-Myers,  Chairman 

BY 

CARL  L.  BLUM,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 

DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WORKS,  LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY,  CALIFORNIA 

Summary  of  recommendations  by  Los  Angeles  County  Department  of 
Public  Works  concerning  budget  allocations  to  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers . 

We   strongly   support   the   California   Water   Coannission' s 
recommendation  to  the  Committee  for: 

—  $50  million  to  fund  the  continuing  construction  phase  of 
the  Los  Angeles  County  Drainage  Area  (LACDA)  project. 

—  Continue  Federal  funding  for  the  Los  Angeles  County 
Drainage  Water  Conservation  and  Supply  Feasibility  Study 
for  Hansen  ouid  Lopez  Dams. 

—  Continue  Federal  funding  for  the  Los  Angeles  Co\inty 
Drainage  Water  Conservation  and  Supply  Feasibility  Study 
for  Santa  Fe  and  Whittler  Narrows  Dams . 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

We  appreciate  your  Committee's  continued  support  of  critical  flood 
control  and  water  conservation  projects  in  Los  Angeles  County, 
California. 

Floods  are  a  part  of  the  history  of  the  Los  Angeles  area. 
Widespread  floods  have  periodically  devastated  vast  areas  of  the 
region  and  were  responsible  for  taking  lives,  damaging  property  and 
interrupting  commerce  and  trade. 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  County  of  Los  Angeles,  acting 
on  behalf  of  the  Los  Angeles  County  Flood  Control  District,  have 
built  one  of  the  most  extensive  flood  control  systems  in  the  world. 
Construction  of  the  major  elements  of  the  system  began  in  the  1920s 
and  consisted  of  20  major  dams,  470  miles  of  open  channels,  and 
many  other  appurtenant  facilities.  Fifteen  of  these  major  dams  are 
owned  and/or  operated  by  the  County  while  the  remaining  five  dams 
(Hansen,  Lopez,  Santa  Fe,  Sepulveda  and  Whittier-Narrows) ,  are 
owned  and  operated  by  the  Corps.  Since  the  major  segments  were 
completed,  it  is  estimated  that  the  system  has  prevented 
$3.6  billion  in  potential  flood  damage. 
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Development  which  occurred  after  World  War  II  exceeded  the 
projections  the  Corps  used  in  the  1930s  and  has  increased  runoff  to 
the  point  where,  even  in  a  moderate  storm,  the  runoff  could  exceed 
the  design  capacity  of  portions  of  the  system.  For  example,  the 
lower  Los  Angeles  River  in  the  City  of  Long  Beach  can  only  provide 
protection  from  a  40 -year  flood  and  came  close  to  overtopping  in 
1980.  A  storm  of  greater  magnitude  would  have  a  tremendous  impact, 
both  personal  and  economic,  on  Los  Angeles  County,  the  nation's 
second  largest  metropolitan  area. 

At  the  request  of  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  analyzed  the  adequacy  of  the  existing  major  flood  control 
facilities  serving  the  Los  Angeles  basin  in  the  LACDA  Review  study. 
In  1990,  a  Project  to  upsize  a  portion  of  the  LACDA  system  received 
Congressional  approval  subject  to  a  favorable  report  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  (received  in  1995) ,  and  signature  of  the  Record  of 
Decision  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  which  was  obtained  in  July 
1995. 

The  final  report  by  the  Corps  identified  100 -year  flood  damages 
totaling  $2.25  billion  covering  an  82-square-mile  area  which 
houses  over  500,000  people.  These  damages  would  occur  in  the 
heavily-urbanized  Los  Angeles  basin,  where  adequate  protection  from 
a  100-year  flood  was  previously  provided. 

The  LACDA  project  is  a  critical  modification  to  existing 
facilities.  Obtaining  funds  to  do  the  modification  is  critical  for 
two  reasons:  first,  because  of  the  threat  of  flooding  to  over  one- 
half  million  people;  and  second,  because  FEMA  is  in  the  process  of 
finalizing  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Maps  (FIRMs)  for  the  area  that 
would  be  affected  by  overflows  from  the  lower  Los  Angeles  River  amd 
Rio  Hondo  Channel.  The  financial  impact  on  the  affected  property 
owners  could  reach  as  high  as  $131  million  annually  for  flood 
insurance  premiums.  Any  delay  in  construction  causes  a  great 
financial  hardship  on  thousands  of  people,  who  thought  the  existing 
river  provided  adequate  protection  and  will  now  need  to  buy  flood 
insurance  until  such  a  project  is  completed.  An  economic  impact 
study  done  by  the  University  of  Southern  California  also  indicated 
that  failure  to  construct  the  needed  flood  control  measures  will 
result  in  the  loss  of  as  many  as  120,000  jobs.  Economic  losses  in 
the  region  of  over  $30  billion  over  a  10-year  period  could  also  be 
realized  due  to  stringent  building  restrictions. 

This  project,  currently  estimated  to  cost  approximately 
$312  million,  is  scheduled  to  be  done  in  5-7  years.  With  $500,000 
of  initial  construction  dollars  included  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1994-95 
budget,  construction  is  underway.  The  1995-96  budget  included 
$11.3  million  to  continue  construction.  Two  construction  contracts 
will  be  awarded  later  this  Fiscal  Year.  In  order  to  complete  the 
project  in  a  timely  fashion,  it  is  critical  to  move  the  level  of 
construction  activity  to  the  $50  million  a  year  level.  As  a 
result,  we  strongly  support  the  California  Water  Commission's 
recommendation  for  $50  million  to  continue  construction  of  the 
LACDA  project . 

-  2  - 
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since  their  inception,  the  majority  of  the  County's  15  dams  have 
performed  a  dual  role.  In  addition  to  flood  control,  our 
facilities  have  also  been  used  to  capture  local  storm  runoff  to 
assist  in  recharging  our  underground  aquifers.  With  the  exception 
of  the  Whittier-Narrows  Dam,  Corps  facilities  are  not  used  to 
assist  in  groundwater  recharge  activities.  Increased  demands  on 
our  existing  water  supply  system  have  shown  the  need  of  integrating 
local  resources  to  better  manage  our  local  water  supplies. 

While  the  County  captures  much  of  the  water  flowing  within  our 
flood  control  system,  280,000  acre-feet  on  average  is  discharged  to 
the  Pacific  Ocean  each  year  from  the  Los  Angeles  River.  Since 
1985,  the  County  has  been  working  to  improve  its  existing  water 
conservation  system.  The  utilization  of  certain  Corps  facilities 
could  be  an  integral  part  of  this  system  by  storing  significant 
amounts  of  this  lost  runoff. 

In  1993,  Congress  authorized  the  Corps  to  initiate  a  reconnaissance 
study  to  determine  the  viability  of  increased  use  of  Corps 
facilities  for  water  conservation.  The  study  looked  at 
establishing  water  conservation  pools  at  Hansen,  Lopez,  and 
Santa  Fe  Dams,  and  increasing  the  existing  water  conservation  pool 
at  Whittier  Narrows  dam.  The  utilization  of  these  facilities  would 
benefit  many  of  the  groundwater  basins  in  the  County.  A  secondary 
benefit  would  be  realized  by  helping  to  dilute  the  groundwater 
pollution  that  currently  threatens  many  water  supply  wells  within 
these  basins. 

In  May  1994,  the  Corps'  reconnaissance  study  was  completed. 
Preliminary  benefit-cost  ratios  range  from  2.2  to  19.0  for  the  four 
study  sites,  and  the  annual  economic  benefits  range  from  $622,700 
to  $6,463,000.  Overall,  the  four  reservoirs  could  potentially 
conserve  nearly  17,000  acre-feet  annually  of  additional  storm 
runoff,  enough  water  to  serve  the  annual  needs  of  nearly  136,000 
people.  The  study  concluded  that  two  feasibility  studies  were 
warranted:  one  f or . the  Hansen  Dam-Lopez  Dam  system,  the  other  for 
the  Santa  Fe  Dam-Whittier  Narrows  Dam  system.  The  Corps  began 
these  feasibility  studies  in  January  1995  with  Los  Angeles  County 
as  the  local  sponsor.  Each  feasibility  study  is  to  be  conducted 
over  a  three-year  period  at  a  total  cost  of  $4.66  million 
($2.24  million  for  the  Hansen-Lopez  system  and  $2.42  million  for 
the  Whittier  Narrows-Santa  Fe  system) .  The  County  will  contribute 
50  percent  of  the  necessary  funds.  Currently,  we  are  beginning  the 
second  of  a  three  year  schedule  and  anticipate  completing  both 
feasibility  studies  by  early  1998.  The  Corps  had  funding  authority 
for  the  1996  Fiscal  Year,  of  $0.40  million  for  the  Hansen-Lopez 
study  and  $0.46  million  for  the  Whittier  Narrows-Santa  Fe  study. 

We  strongly  support  the  California  Water  Commission's 
recommendation  to  provide  necessary  funding  in  the  1997  Fiscal  Year 
for  the  Hansen-Lopez  study  and  the  Whittier  Narrows  Santa  Fe  study. 


-  3 
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We  appreciate  your  Committee's  continued  support  in  addressing 
these  critical  concerns  in  the  Los  Angeles  County  area  of  Southern 
California. 


-  4  - 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  DRAINAGE  AREA  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

DIANE  BOGGS,  COUNCIL  MEMBER,  LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  DRAINAGE 
AREA  ALLIANCE,  CITY  OF  DOWNEY 

Ms.  Tennis.  From  the  Los  Angeles  County  Drainage  Area  Alli- 
ance, City  of  Downey,  Diane  Boggs,  Council  Member. 

Ms.  BOGGS.  Thank  you.  My  name  is  Diane  Boggs,  and  I  am  a 
Council  Member  in  the  City  of  Downey,  California.  Downey  is  one 
of  the  seven  cities  that  comprise  the  LACDA  alliance.  The  other 
cities  are  Bellflower,  Carson,  Lakewood,  Paramount,  Pico  Rivera 
and  South  Gate,  and  these  cities  are  located  in  the  flood  plains  of 
both  the  Los  Angeles  and  the  Rio  Hondo  Rivers. 

We  urge  the  committee  to  support  the  construction — the  contin- 
ued construction  funding  for  the  Los  Angeles  County  Drainage  Alli- 
ance, which  is  our  LACDA  Flood  Control  project,  and  we  do  sup- 
port an  accelerated  schedule  to  be  funded  for  $50  million  in  fiscal 
year  1997. 

The  LACDA  Alliance  was  organized  to  seek  relief  from  the  bur- 
densome floodplain  management  requirements  and  excessive  flood 
insurance  premiums  that  were  triggered  by  finding  that  the  exist- 
ing flood  control  system  does  not  provide  adequate  flood  protection. 
Until  the  project  is  restored,  the  economic  loss  will  be  a  total  of 
$131  million  per  year  in  additional  flood  insurance  premiums.  Ap- 
proximately $36  million  and  170,000  jobs  will  be  lost  in  the  region 
over  a  ten-year  period,  and  this  is  the  reason  we  need  to  see  that 
this  project  continues  to  be  accelerated. 

The  LACDA  project  is  essential  to  the  protection  of  the  residents 
and  the  businesses  in  one  of  the  most  densely  populated  areas  of 
our  country.  A  100-year  flood  event  would  flood  as  much  as  82 
square  miles  of  Los  Angeles  County,  and  more  than  500,000  people 
would  be  directly  affected  in  eleven  cities,  causing  up  to  $2.3  billion 
in  flood  damages. 

The  Federal,  State  and  local  governments  have  approved  this 
project  and  construction  has  commenced  on  the  first  phase  of  the 
project.  Every  affected  community  has  endorsed  this  project,  as 
well  as  the  entire  affected  congressional  delegation  of  eight  dis- 
tricts. 

The  benefit-cost  ratio  of  this  project  is  approximately — is  excep- 
tionally high,  which  is  a  2.4,  and  we  ask  for  the  Appropriations 
Committee  to  please  continue  its  support  for  this  essential  flood 
control  project  by  appropriating  $50  million  for  the  LACDA  project. 

We  would  like  to  thank  you  for  your  past  support  and  your  con- 
sideration for  the  protection  of  the  lives  of  500,000  people  in  the 
future.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  by  the  Los  Angeles  County  Drainage  Area  Alli- 
ance follows:] 
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United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

LOS  ANGELES  COUNTY  DRAINAGE  AREA  (LACDA) 
FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 


Statement  of  the  LACDA  Alliance 
March  6,  1996 


The  LACDA  Alliance,  a  coalition  of  seven  cities  in  the  Los  Angeles  and  Rio  Hondo  River  floodplains, 
urges  Congress  to  support  continued  construction  funding  for  the  Los  Angeles  County  Drainage  Area 
(LACDA"*  flood  control  project.  The  cities  in  the  LACDA  Alliance:  Bellflower,  Carson,  Downey,  Lakewood, 
Paramount,  Pico  Rivera  and  South  Gate,  join  the  County  of  Los  Angeles  in  seeking  funding  for  an  accelerated 
construction  schedule.  We  support  the  local  sponsor's  request  of  $50  million  for  FY  1997. 

The  LACDA  Alliance  was  organized  to  seek  relief  from  burdensome  floodplain  management 
requirements  and  excessive  flood  insurance  premiums  triggered  by  the  finding  that  the  existing  flood  control 
system  does  not  provide  adequate  protection  from  at  least  a  100-year  flood  event.   Until  the  project  is  restored, 
the  economic  loss  can  be  quantified  by  $131  million  per  year  in  additional  flood  insurance  premiums  and  a  total 
$36  billion  regional  economic  loss  and  more  than  170,000  jobs  lost  over  ten  years.  The  Alliance  succeeded  in 
securing  legislation  to  reduce  the  economic  impact  from  the  Federal  Flood  Insurance  Program,  but  relief  from 
flood  insurance  requirements  depends  on  continued  progress  in  constructing  the  flood  control  project.   The 
longer  it  takes  to  complete  the  project,  the  longer  the  cities  in  the  floodplain  and  the  region  risk  public  safety 
and  the  economic  loss  of  additional  flood  insurance  premium  costs  and  restrictive  building  requirements. 

The  LACDA  project  is  essential  to  protect  the  residents  and  businesses  of  one  of  the  most  densely 
populated  areas  of  our  country.  A  100-year  flood  event  would  flood  as  much  as  82  square  miles  of  Los 
Angeles  County.  More  than  500,000  people  would  be  directly  affected  in  1 1  cities,  causing  up  to  $2.3  billion 
in  flood  damages.  An  estimated  177,000  structures  would  be  affected. 

The  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  have  approved  this  project  and  construction  has  commenced 
on  the  first  phase  of  the  project  at  Compton  Creek.  The  benefit  cost  ratio  of  this  project  is  exceptionally  high, 
2.4.  In  fact,  this  benefit  cost  ratio  will  only  rise  as  the  sponsors  of  the  project  continue  to  identify  ways  of 
trimming  the  cost  of  the  project.  Every  affected  commimity  has  endorsed  this  project,  as  well  as  the  entire 
affected  Congressional  delegation. 

We  ask  that  the  Appropriations  Committee  continue  its  support  for  this  essential  flood  control  project 
by  appropriating  $50  million  for  the  LACDA  flood  control  project. 


H:\CMANAGER\LACDA1V3-ISTMT.HSE 

Lead  Agency:  City  of  Downey 

(310)869-7331 

(310)  923-6388  FAX 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
SANTA  ANA  RIVER  MAINSTEM  PROJECT 
SEVEN  OAKS  AND  PRADO  DAMS 
SAN  JUAN  AND  ALISO  CREEKS 

WITNESS 
JAMES  SILVA,  SUPERVISOR,  COUNTY  OF  ORANGE 

Ms.  Tennis.  Our  next  speaker  is  from  the  County  of  Orange, 
James  Silva,  the  best  Supervisor  this  side  of  the  Mississippi. 

Mr.  SiLVA.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  members,  I  am  Supervisor  Jim 
Silva,  representing  the  County  of  Orange,  the  flood  control  district, 
the  primary  local  sponsor  of  the  Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem 
project.  With  me  today  is  Mr.  Bill  Zaun,  Public  Works  Director  of 
Orange  County,  and  Don  Martinson,  Director  of  Santa  Ana's  River 
Protection  Agency.  I  will  be  speaking  on  behalf  of  these  two  gentle- 
men and  also  on  behalf  of  the  2.6  million  people  that  live  in  Orange 
County  and  are  potential  flood  victims  of  the  Santa  Ana  River. 

We  appreciate  the  long-standing  support  of  this  subcommittee  for 
the  appropriation  of  funds  for  the  Santa  Ana  project  and  the  funds 
for  the  completion  of  the  reconnaissance  study  of  the  San  Juan  and 
Aliso  Creeks  in  Orange  County. 

Based  on  the  Army  Corps'  certification  of  adequate  progress  on 
the  Santa  Ana  River  project,  we  have  recently  requested  that  the 
FEMA  amend  the  flood  zone  in  Orange  County  to  permit  a  sub- 
stantial reduction  in  the  cost  of  mandated  flood  insurance  for  the 
area  homeowners.  We  are  optimistic  that  FEMA  will  change  the 
current  flood  zone. 

On  behalf  of  the  Orange  County  Flood  Control  District,  I  request 
your  support  for  the  appropriation  of  fiinds  required  to  maintain 
the  Army  Corps'  construction  schedule  on  the  Santa  Ana  project 
and  funds  sufficient  to  complete  the  reconnaissance  study  of  the 
San  Juan  and  Aliso  Creeks.  I  appreciate  your  consistent  support  of 
these  vital  flood  control  projects. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  address  you  today. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Silva  follows:] 
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I NITED  STATES  HOISE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

A.  StIMMARV 

Mr.  Chainnan  and  Members,  the  Orange  County  Flood  Control  District  (OCFCD),  Orange  County,  California 
requests  your  support  trf  an  appropriation  sufBcient  to  maintain  the  planned  construction  schedule  for  the  Sania 
Ana  River  Mainstem  Project  (SARP)  during  Fiscal  Year  1997.  and  an  appropriation  which  will  permit 
completion  of  the  reconnaissance  study  on  San  Juan  Creek  and  Aliso  Creek,  Orange  County,  California 

As  this  Subcommittee  is  keenly  aware,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  considers  the  Santa  Ana  River  to  be  the 
most  critical  flood  threat  in  the  West  The  most  severe  flood  likely  to  occur  could  impact  3  million  people,  kill 
3,000  people  and  destroy  property  valued  at  more  than  SIS  billion  in  three  urban  Southern  California  Counties. 

The  Flood  Control  Districts  of  Orange,  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  Counties  have  entered  into  a  Local 
Cooperation  Agreement  with  the  United  States  Department  of  the  Army  to  provide  a  minimum  of  25%  of  the  total 
SARP  cost  The  Local  Sponsors'  costs  are  now  estimated  to  be  42%  of  the  total  project  cost  of  SI. 333  billioa 
OCFCD's  share  is  about  S509  millioa  To  date.  OCFCD  has  expended  about  SI64  million  toward  its 
responsibilities  to  provide  cash,  land  and  relocations  to  make  way  for  construction  of  the  SARP. 

The  Local  Sponsors  have  obtained  possession  of  about  1.700  acres  of  land  for  mitigation  and  2,270  acres  for 
construction  (tf  the  new  Seven  Oaks  Dam.  Electric  transmission  lines  impacted  by  the  new  dam  have  been 
relocated,  and  the  relocation  of  a  hydroelectric  plant  has  been  arranged. 

Land  has  been  acquired  and  utilities  have  been  relocated  to  support  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  ctf  Engineers  accelerated 
construction  schedule  to  improve  the  knver  Santa  Ana  River  Channel.  The  Talbot  Chaimel  ocean  outlet  has  been 
relocated  and  the  Santa  Ana  River  ocean  outlet  widened.  Approximately  16.6  miles  of  channel  have  been 
improved  to  increase  floodwater  carrying  capadty.  Four  bridges  have  been  lengthened  to  span  the  widened  river. 
Ninety-two  acres  of  degraded  wetlands  at  the  mouth  of  the  Santa  Ana  River  have  been  acquired  and  are  being 
restored  to  mitigate  project  inqwcts.  The  OCFCD  has  developed  a  habitat  management  plan  for  preservation  of 
open  space  and  wikUife  habitat  in  the  Santa  Ana  Canyon  below  Prado  Dam. 

Right-of-way  engineering  is  in  progress  for  acquisition  of  ovv  1.600  acres  of  land  for  the  Prado  Dam  fieature.  This 
land  is  required  for  the  reservoir  expansioo  and  includes  acquisiuoa  and  relocation  of  residences,  datriei  fuming 
operations  and  related  agricultutal  businesMS.  Plans  are  also  being  prepared  for  the  required  relocatioa  of  State 
Highway  Route  71  in  1997. 

The  Local  Sponsors,  '"tM*"!!  the  OCFCD.  are  continuing  to  provide  cash  contributions,  acquire  property  and 
perform  telocatioDS  to  enable  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineert  to  maintain  its  construction  schedule  for  Fiscal 
Year  1997.  The  support  of  the  Committee  on  Appmpnatioas.  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Developmem 
forappropriatioaslocanlinQeooosauctioaaftheSARPisrequeiMd  to  provide  citizens  of  Oiange,  Riverside  and 
San  ru-rnaiiHinft  Counties  with  urgentfy  needed  flood  protectioB  as  early  as  possible. 

The  San  Juan  Creek  and  AUso  Creek  Reooonaissance  Sn«h  has  been  imtiated  by  die  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers.  An  appropriatioo  of  qiproximalely  S370,00O  is  required  for  Fiscal  Year  1997,  to  oomplele  the  study. 
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B.  FLOOD  POTENTUL- THE  SANTA  A-NA  RIVER 

Q    Headwaters  in  San  Bernardino  Mcnintains,  75  miles  to  Pacific  Ocean. 

Q    Drains  3,200  square  miles  in  Orange,  Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  Counties  in  Southern  California. 

□  Flows  through  Cities  of  Colton,  Riverside,  Norco,  Anaheim,  Santa  Ana,  Orange,  Fountain  Valley, 

Costa  Mesa  and  Huntington  Beach. 

FLOODS  DS  ORANGE  COUNTY 

□  1 938.  greatest  flood  of  this  century,  flooded  the  entire  northern  half  of  Orange  County 
Almost  all  bridges  destroyed  including  damages  to  agncultural  land  which  is  now  urbanized. 

□  1 862,  greatest  flood  on  record,  approximating  the  Corps  Standard  Projea  Flood. 

ESTIMATED  DAMAGE. 

Q    LEVEES  WOULD  BE  BREACHED:  Flooding  1 10,000  acres  from  Anaheim  to  the  ocean  killing  as  many  as 
3,000  people  and  causing  more  than  SIS  billion  in  property  damage. 

□  MAJOR  TRANSPORTATION  CORRIDORS  INTERRUPTED:  San  Diego,  Garden  Grove,  Santa  Ana.  Costa 
Mesa  and  Orange  Freeways.  Railroad  Stations  and  Track. 

Q    MAJOR  PUBLIC  FAdLITIES  WOULD  BE  INUNDATED:  Hospitals,  Shopping  Centers.  CoUeges.  Sanitation 
Plants,  Stadiums,  Disneyland.  Knotts  Beny  Farm  and  Hotels. 

MAJOR  FEATURES 

LOWER  SANTA  ANA  RIVER 

□  ESTIMATED  COST;  $384  million   ESTIMATED  COMPLETION:  Year  2000 
Q    Improve  23  mile  channel  Crom  Prado  Dam  to  the  Pacific  Ocean 

Q  Restore/Enhance  92  acre(8-acre  mitigation)wetlands 

Q  Acquire  1,123  acres  of  canyon  lands  to  ensure  safe  releases  fi'om  Prado  Dam  and  provide  open  space  habitat 

Q  Relocate  various  utilities 

Q  Modify  34  bridges 

PRADO  DAM 

a  ESTIMATED  COST:  S472  million,  construction  is  unscheduled 

Q  Raise  the  dam  elevation  from  S66  feet  to  S94.4  feet  (inaease  of  28.4  feet) 

Q  Increase  reservoir  area  from  6,695  acres  to  10,256  acres 

G  Impoundment  increase  fiom  212,000  acre-feet  to  362,000  acre-feet 

Q  Increase  capacity  ofoutlet  gates  from  9,200  c&  to  30,000  cfs 

Q  Acquire  over  1,600  acres  of  propaty  rights  for  reservoir  expansion 

Q  Relocate  or  protect  30  various  utility  lines 

Q  Raise  State  Hi^way  Route  71 

SEVEN  OAKS  DAM 

Q  ESTIMATED  COST:  $364  million  ESTIMATED  COMPLETION:  Year  1999 

G  S50-foot  high ,  earth-rockfill  dam,  2,980  feet  long 

G  Gross  reservoir  capacity  of  145,600  acre-  fioet 

G  Reduces  peak  inflow  of  85.000  cfs  to  a  peak  outflow  7.000  cfs 

G  Acquire  about  4,00  acres  of  land  in  fee  or  easemem 

G  Relocate  powerhouse,  flume  and  transmission  line,  spreading  basins,  waterwells 
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p.  SUMMARY  OF  PROJECT  PROGRESS 

LOWER  SANTA  ANA  RIVER 

The  U.S.  Anny  Corps  of  Engineers  has  completed  approximately  16.6  miles  of  channel  improvements  from  the 
River's  ocean  outlet  to  the  City  of  Orange.  For  project  mitigation,  over  92  acres  have  been  designated  as 
marshland  restoration  areas.  The  Talbert  Channel  outlet  has  been  relocated  a  thousand  feet  up  the  coast  to  provide 
for  a  wider  Santa  Ana  River  outlet  A  new  bridge  was  completed  over  the  relocated  Talbert  Channel  outlet  to 
restore  State  Beach  parking  lost  when  the  new  outlet  was  installed 

The  OCFCD  has  also  initialed  preparation  of  the  Santa  Ana  River  Canyon  Habitat  Management  Plan  and  is 
working  with  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  on  the  development  of  a  recreation  plan  to  increase  recreational 
use  (tf  the  Santa  Ana  River  Trail.  The  OCFCD  has  been  pushing  ahead  to  help  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
expedite  the  Lower  Santa  Ana  River  constntction  schedule  by  acquiring  over  1 1 2  acres  of  rights-of-way  and  has 
arranged  for  the  relocation  of  over  28  utility  lines  and  3  oil/gas  lines  and  wells.    Of  the  34  bridges  requiring 
modification  for  the  SARP,  26  bridges  have  been  modified  to  date  including  replacement  of  the  Pacific  Coast 
Highway  Bridge  in  Newport  Beach,  the  Hamilton- Victoria  Bridge  in  the  Cities  of  Costa  Mesa  and  Huntington 
Beach,  the  Harbor  Blvd.  Bridge  in  Santa  Ana  and  the  Katella  Avenue  Bridge  in  the  City  of  Anaheim. 

SEVEN  OAKS  DAM 

The  US  Army  Corps  of  Engioeers  has  completed  excavation  and  placed  the  concrete  lining  for  the  intake 
structure,  gate  chanter  and  outlet  tuimel.  Constniction  of  the  cofferdam,  approach  channel  and  access  roads  are 
complete.  Construction  on  the  dam  embankment  and  outlet  works  are  underway.  Southern  California  Edison  has 
oompteted  the  relocation  of  transmission  towers.  Local  Sponsors  have  acquired  possession  of  1,700  acres  for 
project  mitigation  and  an  additional  2,270  acres  for  borrow  sites,  haul  roads  and  the  dam  site.  Sponsors  have  also 
started  implementatiCHi  of  a  mitigation  lands  management  program  to  facilitate  protection  and  propagation  of  an 
endangered  species.  Agreement  has  been  reached  with  the  Southern  California  Edison  Company  for  the  relocation 
ot  transmission  tines  and  a  hydroelectric  plant  and  related  flume  out  <rf  the  new  Seven  Oaks  Dam  reservoir  area. 


PRADODAM 

OCFCD  has  initiated  a  pngiaffl  for  aoquisitioa  of  about  300  parcels  under  260  ownerships.  Survey  and  right-of- 
way  engineering  are  underwiy.  Hardship  cfaum  procedures  have  been  cstaWishfd   Thirteen  properties  have  been 
acquired,  induding  three  paroeb  niMler  the  hardship  procedure.  Preparatioo  of  plans  for  the  rdocation  of  State 
Highway  Route  71  is  underway,  with  construction  planned  to  begin  in  the  summer  1997. 

E.  PROJECT  COSTS 

The  cost  flf  the  SARP  is  cnneaily  estimated  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineen  to  be  S1.333  billioa. 
Alloctfian  of  prcgea  COM  anuoga  the  Fedend  Govenunem  and  the  Local  Sponsors  is  illustiaied  by  the  chart  oa 
the  following  page. 
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SARP  Costs 

In  Millions 


San 
Bernardino 
County  $15 


Orange 
County  $509 


Federal 

Government    ,^^^^^^^^^^  ,^^ 

$778  ^^^^^B^ 

County  $31 


SAN  JUAN  CREEK 

San  Juan  Creek  is  the  largest  watershed  in  Orange  County,  with  a  tributary  area  of  176  square  miles.  The  creek 
begins  at  elevation  3,240  feet  and  traverses  29  miles  on  its  way  to  the  Pacific  Ocean  adjacent  Doheny  State  Beach 
and  [>ana  Point  Haibor,  two  significant  recreational  resources  of  Orange  County. 

Its  tributaries  include  Trabuco  Creek,  with  a  drainage  area  of  SS  square  miles  and  Oso  Creek,  with  a  drainage  area 
of  16  square  miles.  Trabuco  Creek  foils  over  4,100  feet  in  a  22  mile  journey  to  its  confluence  with  San  Juan  Creek. 
Oso  Creek  fidls  1,500  feet  fiom  its  headwaters  to  its  confluence  with  Trabuco  Creek. 

The  waterehed  is  largely  undeveloped  with  the  exception  of  areas  in  the  Cities  of  Mission  Viejo,  Laguna  Hills, 
Laguna  Niguel  and  San  Juan  Capistrano.  There  is  a  mix  of  natural  watercourse  and  engineered  flood  control 
fecilities  and  areas  of  degraded  wetlands  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

ALISO  CREEK 

Aliso  Creek  has  a  watershed  of  3S  square  miles  and  &lls  some  2,280  feet  from  its  headwaters  to  the  Pacific  Ocean, 
in  the  City  of  Laguna  Beach. 

TheReconnaissanceStudycf  San  Juan  Creek  and  Aliso  Creek  will  address  watershed  planning  issues  and  identify 
enviroiunental  enhancemrat  oppoitunities  on  these  important  water  resources. 

SUMMARY 

In  summary  Mr.  Chairman,  we  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  your  Subcommittee  and  respectfully 
request  the  support  of  Subcommittee  and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  for  an  appropriation  to  continue 
construction  on  the  Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem  Project  and  to  complete  the  Reconnaissance  Study  on  San  Juan 
Creek  and  Aliso  Creek. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

SAN  LUIS  REY  RIVER  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 

MISSION  BASIN  BRACKISH  GROUNDWATER  DESALTING 
RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 

WITNESSES 

DICK  LYON,  MAYOR,  CITY  OF  OCEANSIDE 

CAROL  McCANLEY,  DEPUTY  MAYOR,  CITY  OF  OCEANSIDE 

Ms,  Tennis.  The  City  of  Oceanside,  Carol  McCanley,  Deputy 
Mayor. 

Ms.  McCanley.  Good  morning.  I  appreciate  this  opportunity,  and 
I  feel  as  though  I  would  be  a  very — be  very  remiss  and  not  a  good 
representative  if  I  didn't  respectfully  challenge  the  congressman 
who  supported  the  term  Surf  City,  USA  for  Huntington  Beach.  We 
in  Oceanside  also  claim  that  title. 

First  of  all,  I  would  like  very  much  to  thank  you  for  your  support 
for  the  projects  we  have  had  in  the  past.  It  is  greatly  appreciated 
and  obviously  would  not  have  happened  without  it. 

Today  I  am  here  to  request  your  support  for  two  very  vital 
projects.  The  first  is  San  Luis  Rey  Flood  Control,  and  thanks  to 
your  past  support,  that  project  is  90  percent  complete. 

There  are  two  reasons  I  am  here.  The  first  is  to  increase  the  Sec- 
tion 902  maximum  project  cost  to  81.6  million  in  the  event  the 
WRDA  bill  does  not  move  forward;  also  to  appropriate  $6.5  million 
so  that  we  can  complete  the  project  prior  to  the  next  rainy  season. 

This  is  a  great  project  and,  as  I  say,  it  is  90  percent  complete, 
and  the  environmental  and  economic  benefits  from  this  are  tremen- 
dous at  completion.  By  the  same  token,  they  are  very — a  very  high 
risk  if  it  is  not  completed. 

We  have  100  businesses  in  the  airport  area,  plus  many,  many 
residents  who  have  been  subjected  to  flooding  and  who  will  be  sub- 
jected to  flooding;  and  the  city  itself  has  been  subjected  to  a  lawsuit 
and  lost  that  lawsuit  as  a  result  of — pardon  me,  as  a  result  of  the 
flooding.  I  am  trying  very  hard  to  hurry  through  this. 

The  second  project  I  am  asking  for  is  a  request  for  approval  of 
$500,000  in  funds  for  the  preconstruction,  engineering  and  design 
of  the  Mission  Basin  Groundwater  Desalting  Research  and  Devel- 
opment project.  This  existing  project,  right  now,  is  contributing  200 
million  gallons  of  water — drinkable,  potable  water  to  the  City  of 
Oceanside.  It  is  a  good  project.  It  is  not  taking  sea  water;  it  is  actu- 
ally taking  brackish  groundwater.  So  the  economic  advantages  are 
much  greater  than  having  an  actual  desalting  plant.  The  expansion 
will  more  than  double  the  ability  for  us  to  put  out — we  should  be 
able  to  put  out  5  million  gallons  of  drinking  water  a  day  with  this 
expansion. 

Right  now,  Oceanside  has  virtually  no  reserve;  in  the  event  of  a 
major  earthquake,  we  would,  I  believe,  have  about  two  hours' 
worth  of  water  to  supply  to  the  city.  This  expansion  would  also  en- 
able us  to  assist  Camp  Pendleton,  which  lies  directly  to  the  north 
of  us,  in  the  event  of  a  disaster. 
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So  you  have  our  written  testimony  on  both  items  and,  again,  we 
appreciate  the  time,  and  we  certainly  request  that  you  do  take  into 
consideration  our  two  projects. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 

[The  statements  of  Mr.  Lyon  follow:] 
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CITV     OF     aCEAIMSlOE 

STATEMENT 
to  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
MAYOR  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

DICK  LYON  March  6,  1996 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

San  Luis  Rey  River  Rood  Control  Project 
Oceanside,  California 

Dear  Chairman  Myers  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

The  City  of  Oceanside  requests  your  support  for  completion  of  the  San  Luis  Rey  River  Flood  Control 
Project  in  fiscal  year  1 997.  The  project  is  90%  complete,  but  construction  has  been  delayed  as  the 
result  of  the  need  to  meet  environmental  mitigation  requirements  and  to  modify  the  authorization 
for  the  project.  All  environmental  clearances  have  been  received  from  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  and  a  request  has  been  made  to  modify  the  authorization  limit  for  the  project  in  the  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  now  pending.  The  City  of  Oceanside's  request  is  two-fold:  to  request 
that  the  Committee  increase  the  Section  902  maximum  project  cost  limit  to  $81,600,000,  in  the 
event  that  the  Water  Resources  Development  Bill  does  not  move  forward,  and  secondly  to 
appropriate  $6,500,000  in  FY  1997  for  the  final  phase  of  construction  of  the  project. 

The  San  Luis  Rey  River  Flood  Control  Project  provides  5.4  miles  of  double  levee,  stone  protection 
with  soft  bottom,  1,330  feet  of  parapet  walls,  six  interior  drainage  ponds,  a  five-mile  bicycle  trail, 
and  habitat  to  mitigate  for  impacts  to  the  endangered  least  Bell's  vireo. 

The  remaining  portion  of  the  project  to  be  constructed  is  the  closure  of  a  small  segment  of  levee, 
construction  of  the  lower  pond,  installation  of  relief  wells,  and  additional  environmental  measures. 
With  the  authority  and  funding  approved  in  the  FY  1 997  budget,  construction  of  the  project  could 
be  completed  by  December,  1 996  before  the  onset  of  the  rainy  season. 

The  need  to  modify  the  Section  902  maximum  project  cost  limit  is  due  to  unanticipated  additional 
environmental  requirements  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  necessary  design  modifications 
to  the  project.  These  include  relief  wells,  repairs  and  replanting  due  to  flooding  in  1 993,  1 994  and 
1995,  and  various  environmental  modifications. 

The  City  of  Oceanside  appreciates  the  strong  support  that  the  Subcommittee  has  provided  to  this 
project  over  the  years.  Completion  of  the  San  Luis  Rey  River  Flood  Control  Project  will  afford  flood 
protection  to  over  100  businesses  in  the  Oceanside  Industrial  Park  and  Municipal  Airport  area.  In 
addition,  the  flood  control  project  will  provide  tremendous  economic  benefits  to  the  citizens  of 
Oceanside,  as  well  as  protecting  life  and  property  against  devastating  floods. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  continuing  support  for  this  vital  project. 

Respectfully  submitted. 


CIVIC   CENTER  •  300  NORTH  COAST   HIGHWAY  •  OCEANSIDE.   CA  92054   •  TELEPHONE   619-966-4401    •   FAX  619-966-4436 
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CITV     DF     DCEANSIDE 

STATEMENT 
to  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
MAYOR  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

DICK  LYON  March  6.  1996 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

Mission  Basin  Brackish  Groundwater 

Desalting  Research  and  Development  Project 

Oceanside,  California 

Dear  Chairman  Myers  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

The  City  of  Oceanside,  California  requests  your  support  for  $500,000  in  fiscal  year  1  997  to  enable 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  assist  in  preconstruction,  engineering  and  design  work  associated 
with  the  expansion  of  the  Mission  Basin  Brackish  Groundwater  Desalting  Research  and  Development 
Project  in  Oceanside,  California. 

The  City  of  Oceanside  is  seeking  to  expand  the  existing  Mission  Basin  Brackish  Groundwater 
Desalting  Research  and  Development  Project  from  a  capacity  of  two  million  gallons  per  day  to  five 
million  gallons  per  day.    The  total  project  is  estimated  to  cost  approximately  $3,000,000. 

This  project  is  critical  to  the  City  of  Oceanside  because  the  City  of  Oceanside  has  no  emergency 
water  storage  capacity.  If  the  City  of  Oceanside  lost  access  to  water  that  is  currently  imported 
either  from  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  or  the  Colorado  River  due  to  an  earthquake  or  other 
natural  disaster,  the  City  would  only  have  enough  water  to  provide  its  residents  with  a  two  hour 
emergency  supply.  The  City  is  totallv  dependent  upon  imported  water  supplies,  except  for  the  two 
million  gallons  per  day  produced  by  the  City's  existing  desalting  demonstration  facility. 

With  a  five  million  gallon  per  day  desalting  plant,  the  City  of  Oceanside  would  be  able  to  meet  about 
1 6  percent  of  the  normal  daily  demand  for  water.  Therefore,  the  proposed  expansion  will  move  the 
City  of  Oceanside  in  the  direction  of  being  more  self-sufficient  during  times  of  drought  or  in  the  case 
of  emergency  interruptions  in  the  delivery  of  imported  water.  Expansion  of  the  desalting  research 
and  development  project  will  also  allow  the  City  to  provide  Camp  Pendleton,  a  vital  military 
installation,  with  emergency  water  supplies. 

Chairman  Myers  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  no  negative  impacts  on  the  environment  have 
been  identified  that  would  result  from  the  expansion  of  the  desalting  facility.  The  Mission 
Groundwater  Basin  will  not  be  overdrawn  by  the  expansion  of  the  desalting  plant.  The  Mission 
Groundwater  Basin  has  a  storage  capacity  of  about  92,000  acre  feet  and  has  an  average  inflow  of 
about  eight  million  gallons  per  day.  In  addition,  the  salts  from  the  plant  will  be  disposed  of  directly 
into  the  ocean,  which  contains  levels  of  dissolved  solids  and  salts  that  are  five  to  ten  times  the 
levels  found  in  the  water  that  will  be  discharged  form  the  desalting  plant. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  and  for  your  consideration  of  this  request. 

Respectfully  submitted. 


'SkJlSsw 


Dick  iVin 

CIVIC   CENTER   •  300   NORTH   COAST   HIGHWAY   •  OCEANSIDE.   CA  92054   •  TELEPHONE  619-966-4401    •   FAX  619-966-4436 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  MAD^STEM  PROJECT 

SEVEN  OAKS  AND  PRADO  DAMS  WATER  CONSERVATION 

MISSION  ZANJA  CREEK 

SAN  SEVAINE  CREEK  WATER  PROJECT 

SAN  ANTONIO  CREEK 

WITNESS 

KENNETH  MILLER,  DIRECTOR,  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
AND  FLOOD  CONTROL,  COUNTY  OF  SAN  BERNARDINO 

Ms.  Tennis.  From  the  County  of  San  Bernardino,  Kenneth  Mil- 
ler, Director. 

Mr.  Miller.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  good  morning.  Of  the 
Corps  and  the  Bureau  projects  that  we  have  submitted  in  our  writ- 
ten statement,  the  Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem  project  continues  to 
be  our  highest  priority. 

In  our  county,  the  Seven  Oaks  Dam  feature  of  this  project  is  pro- 
gressing very  well.  The  dam's  foundation  and  outlet  tunnel  have 
been  completed,  and  the  massive  earth  and  rock  embankment  is 
beginning  to  rise  from  the  stream  bed. 

The  first  phase  of  the  three-phase  San  Timoteo  Creek  feature  is 
nearing  completion  with  phase  two  expected  to  be  under  construc- 
tion this  summer. 

Finally,  our  San  Sevaine  Creek  Water  project  has  met  all  the  re- 
quirements under  the  Bureau's  Small  Reclamation  Project  Act  pro- 
gram and  is  currently  awaiting  final  approval  in  the  Bureau's 
Washington  office.  On  behalf  of  our  board,  I  would  like  to  express 
our  appreciation  for  your  committee's  continued  support  of  projects 
that  are  very  important  to  our  area.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Martinson  follows:] 
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Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem 
A  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Project 


UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 


HONORABLE  JOHN  MYERS,  CHAIRMAN 


March  6,  1996 


Statement  By- 


Santa  Ana  River  Flood  Protection  Agency 
Donald  J.  Martinson,  Executive  Director 
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Santa  Ana  River 

1  .ood  Protection  Agency 


Don  MarlbuoD 
Executive  DInclor 

300  N.  Flower  Sireet.  8th  Floor 

Sania  Atu,  CA 

Telephone:  (714)834-5142 

FAX:  (714)834-4572 

MaUing  Address: 

P.O.  Box  4048 
Sanla  Ana,  CA  12702-4048 


March  6,    1996 


Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 
U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water 

Subject:   Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem 

The  Santa  Ana  river  Flood  Protection  Agency  (SARFPA)  represents  eighteen  cities 
and  three  special  districts  within  the  floodplain  of  the  Santa  Ana  River  in 
Orange  County . 

This  is  the  anniversary  month  of  the  1938  flood  that  inundated  the  northerly 
portion  of  Orange  County.   At  that  time,  because  of  the  relatively  sparse 
population,  several  hundred  thousand  people  were  affected  and  loss  of  lives  was 
less  than  one  hundred.   Now,  that  same  type  of  flooding  would  affect  millions  of 
people,  cause  billions  of  dollars  of  damage  and  loss  of  live  would  be  in  the 
thousands . 

The  citizens  of  Orange  County  are  very  concerned  by  this  potential  flood  threat 
and  very  much  appreciate  your  continued  support  of  the  Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem 
project. 

Respectfully  submitted. 


DJM :  deb 
(6060)0012410330884 


Donald  J/f  Martinson 
Executive  Director 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  MAINSTEM  PROJECT 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER— NORCO  BLUFFS 

GUNNERSON  POND— SECTION  1135 

SANTA  MARGARITA  RIVER  BASIN— RECONNAISSANCE 

STUDY 

MURREETA  CREEK— SECTION  22,  PLANNING 
ASSISTANCE  TO  STATES 

WITNESS 

JOHN  TAVAGUONE,  SUPERVISOR,  RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  FLOOD  CON- 
TROL AND  WATER  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 

Ms.  Tennis.  Our  next  speaker  is  from  the  Riverside  County 
Flood  Control  and  Water  Conservation  District,  John  Tavaglione, 
Supervisor. 

Mr.  Tavaglione.  Yes.  Mr.  Chair  and  committee  members,  I  want 
to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  today.  My  name  is  John 
Tavaglione,  and  I  am  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and 
Chairman  of  the  Riverside  County  Flood  Control  and  Water  Con- 
servation District.  I  am  here  just  to  ask  for  your  support  of  our 
projects;  we  know  that  you  have  written  testimony  from  us.  We 
would  like  to  reiterate  the  testimony  given  by  our  Congressman, 
Mr.  Ken  Calvert,  today,  and  those  that  followed  him  for  the  sup- 
port of  the  Santa  Ana  Mainstem  project. 

Along  with  that,  we  would  like  to  ask  for  your  support  of — con- 
tinued support  of  the  Norco  Bluffs  project.  This  year  we  are  asking 
for  $180,000  to  begin  the  design.  That  falls  along  the  banks  of  the 
Santa  Ana  Mainstem;  in  addition,  Gunnerson  Pond  and  Lake 
Elsinore,  Santa  Marguerita  River  Basin,  Temecula — Murietta  falls 
in  both  Riverside  County  and  San  Diego  County;  and  then  finally 
the  Murrieta  Creek  along  the  area  of  Temecula  and  Murietta. 

We  want  to  thank  you  once  again  for  your  continued  support. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Tavaglione  follows:] 
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TO:  UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
THE  HONORABLE  JOHN  MYERS,  CHAIRMAN 


RIVERSIDE  COUNTY  FLOOD  CONTROL 
AND  WATER  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 


STATEMENT  REGARDING  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 
WATER  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  APPROPRL4TIONS 


PROJECT 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  -  MAINSTEM 
Construction  -  General 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  -  NQRCO  BLUFFS 
Initiate  Design 

SANTA  MARGARITA  RIVER  BASIN 
Reconnaissance  Study 

MURRIETA  CREEK 
Section  22,  Planning  Assistance  to  States 

GIJNNERSONPOND 
Section  1135 


Resc 


t&Kys 


y  submit 


REQUEST 

$52,000,000 

$180,000 
$750,000 
$150,000 
$490,000 


(^  JOI^  TAVaCIJONE,  Chairman 

To^d  of  Supervisors 
Riverside  County  Flood  Control 
and  Water  Conservation  District 


1961 


I 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 

7  i; 

i; 

8  ;. 

9  , 

10 !: 

li 

11  i; 

12  |: 

13  : 

14  ■ 
15 
16 
17 
16  1. 

1,!: 

I! 
20  1; 

Rl  I: 

2 

3 

4 

_  5 

26 

27 

26 
^ :  seb 
rcfc\7130 


BOAim  OF  SUPERVISORS 


RIVERSIDE  COUMTY  FLOOD  CONTROL 
AND  WATER  CONSERVATIOW  DISTRICT 


VI. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  F96-7 

SUPPORTING  FEDERAL  APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

VIHEREAS,  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
Sub-Committee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development,  smd  the  United  States  Senate 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  Sub-Committee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development  are 
holding  hearings  on  March  6,  1996  to  consider  appropriations  for  Flood  Control 
and  Reclamation  Projects  in  California  for  Fiscal  Year  1997;  cuid 

WHEREAS,  the  Riverside  County  Flood  Control  and  Water  Conservation  District 
(District)  supports  the  continuation  of  construction  of  the  Santa  Ana  River 
Mainstem  project,  the  initiation  of  design  for  the  project  to  reduce  flooding  and 
bank  destruction  along  the  Santa  Ana  River  at  Norco  Bluffs,  California,  the 
initiation  of  a  project  modification  report  for  the  Lake  Elsinore  Outlet  Channel 
for  environmental  enhancement  at  Gunnerson  Pond,  Lake  Elsinore,  California,  the 
initiation  of  a  flood  plain  maintenance  plan  study  for  Murrieta  Creek,  Riverside 
County,  California,  under  the  Section  22  Planning  Assistance  to  States  program 
and  the  initiation  of  a  reconnaissance  study  of  watershed  management  and  flood 
control  needs  in  the  S2mta  Margarita  River  watershed  in  Riverside  and  San  Diego 
Counties,  California;  now,  therefore, 

BE  IT  RESOLVED  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  Riverside  County  Flood  Control 
and  Water  Conservation  District  in  regular  session  assembled  on  February  27, 
1996,  that  they  support  appropriations  by  Congress  for  Fiscal  Year  1997  for  the 
following  projects: 

U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

Construction  -  General  $52,000,000 

Santa  Ana  River  Mainstem 

Preconstruction  Engineering  and  Design  $180,000 

Santa  Ana  River  at  Norco  Bluffs 

Section  1135,  Environmental  Enhancement  Projects  $490,000 

Lake  Elsinore,  Gunnerson  Pond 

Section  22,  Planning  Assistance  to  States  $150,000 

Murrieta  Creek  Floodplain  Maintenance  Plan 

Reconnaisssmce  Study  $750,000 

Santa  Margarita  River  Basin 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Interim  General  Manager-Chief  Engineer  is 
directed  to  distribute  certified  copies  of  this  resolution  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  Members  of  the  House  of  Representatives  Committee  on  Appropriations  oUid 
Sub-Committee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development,  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Appropriations  and  Sub-Committee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development,  and  the 
District's  Congressional  Delegation  -  Senators  Dianne  Feinstein  and  Barbara 
Boxer,  and  Congressmen  Ron  Packard,  Ken  Calvert  and  Sonny  Bono. 


ROLL  CALL; 
Ayes: 
Noes: 
Absent: 


■'v'/9d- 


Buster,    Tavaglione,    Ceniceros,    Wilson,    Mullen 
None  TlwfeMBelneiiOirtkdlabaaMBoaFyc't 

None  iwo»*»(Mr«fcip««b,w»Be»rJo'Suow 

.\.  «tnnantietfsle>Mnnntk>«> 

QBMLD  A.  MM.QNEY  Gtotk  ot  lad  bo»' 
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SANTA  ANA  RIVER  -  MAINSTEM 

The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  Of  1986  (Public  Law  99-662)  authorized  the  Santa  Ana 
River  -  All  River  project  which  includes  improvements  along  the  river  in  Orange  County,  California, 
enlargement  of  Prado  Dam  and  Reservoir  near  Corona,  construction  of  a  new  dam  (Seven  Oaks)  near 
the  mouth  of  Upper  Santa  Ana  Canyon,  improvement  of  the  Oak  Street  Drain  Channel  in  Corona, 
improvement  of  Santiago  Creek  in  Orange  County  and  various  mitigation  features  as  set  forth  in  the 
Chief  of  Engineers'  Report  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  of  Orange, 
Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  Counties  are  in  support  of  this  needed  project  and  have  so  stated  in 
past  resolutions  to  Congress. 

The  Local  Cooperation  Agreement  (LCA)  was  signed  in  December  1989  by  the  three  local  sponsors 
and  the  Army.  The  fu-st  of  five  construction  contracts  started  on  the  Seven  Oaks  Dam  in  the  Spring 
of  1 990.  The  dam  project  will  be  complete  in  the  year  2000.  Acquisition  has  been  completed  on 
enhancement  lands  near  the  mouth  of  the  river  channel  and  the  local  sponsors  continue  acquisition 
for  other  elements  of  the  project.  Construction  has  been  completed  on  the  Oak  Street  Drain  and  the 
Mill  Creek  elements.  Construction  has  been  completed  on  three  reaches  of  the  lower  Santa  Ana 
River  Channel  and  continues  on  two  other  reaches.  We  understand  the  President  will  recommend 
$52  million  dollars  be  appropriated  in  FY  1997  to  continue  this  important  project. 

We  support  the  President's  recommendation  for  the  Santa  Ana  Mainstem  construction  and  urge  the 
Committee  to  approve  the  funds  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1997  appropriations. 


SANTA  ANA  RIVER  AT  NORCO  BLUFFS 

The  Santa  Ana  River  passes  along  the  northerly  border  of  the  City  of  Norco.  Norco  is  sittiated  on 
a  bluff  that  forms  the  left  bank  of  the  river.  The  bluff  varies  in  height  from  46  to  96  feet  above  the 
streambed. 

The  floods  of  January  and  February  1969  along  the  Santa  Ana  River  caused  flow  impingement  on 
the  river  bank  which  undermined  the  toe  of  the  slope,  causing  sloughing  of  the  bank.  Approximately 
50  to  60  feet  of  the  bluff  retreated  to  the  south.  No  improvements  were  lost  at  that  time  but  the  threat 
to  improvements  from  future  river  actions  became  apparent.  The  floods  of  1 978  and  1 980  impinged 
further,  causing  another  30  to  40  feet  of  retreat  of  the  bluff.  One  single  family  residence  was 
undermined  and  destroyed  because  of  this  damage. 

A  provision  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1990,  PL  101-640,  directed  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  conduct  a  study  of  the  feasibility  of  improvements  along  the  Santa  Ana  River  at 
Norco  Bluffs  to  prevent  further  damage  to  the  bluffs  by  the  river. 
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The  Corps  found  sufficient  justification  to  proceed  with  a  feasibility  study  in  their  reconnaissance 
study.  A  cost  shared  feasibility  study  agreement  has  been  executed  by  the  Corps  and  the  District  and 
the  study  will  be  completed  this  fiscal  year.  The  total  feasibility  study  costs  are  estimated  to  be 
$1 .85  million.  Congress  has  appropriated  $925,000  to  date  for  this  study. 

We  are  requesting  Congress,  through  the  Committee,  to  appropriate  $  1 80,000  in  FY  1 997  to  provide 
sufficient  Federal  funding  to  initiate  design  work  in  FY  1 997  on  the  Santa  Ana  River  at  Norco  Bluffs 
project.  The  Riverside  County  Flood  Control  and  Water  Conservation  District  is  fiilly  prepared  to 
meet  its  cost  sharing  obligation. 


SANTA  MARGARITA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Santa  Margarita  River  Basin  lies  in  the  south  and  northwesterly  areas  of  Riverside  and  San 
Diego  Counties,  respectively.  Murrieta  Creek  passes  through  the  cities  of  Murrieta  and  Temecula 
in  Riverside  County.  It  then  combines  with  Temecula  Creek  to  form  the  Santa  Margarita  River 
which  flows  into  San  Diego  County,  through  the  Camp  Pendleton  Marine  Base,  and  into  the  Pacific 
Ocean.  Murrieta  and  Temecula  experienced  severe  flood  damage  in  January  1993,  estimated  in 
excess  of  ten  million  dollars,  from  Murrieta  Creek  overflow.  Camp  Pendleton  also  suffered 
extensive  flood  damage  to  facilities  and  aircraft  due  to  overflow  of  the  Santa  Margarita  River. 

The  requested  Reconnaissance  Study  is  needed  to  determine  if  there  is  justification  for  Federal 
interest  in  the  study  area.  The  effort  will  address  watershed  management,  including  flood  control, 
environmental  restoration,  water  conservation  and  supply,  recreation  and  related  purposes. 

We  request  the  Committee  to  approve  $750,000  in  Fiscal  Year  1997  appropriations  to  undertake  a 
Reconnaissance  Study  on  the  Santa  Margarita  River  Basin. 


MURRIETA  CREEK 

The  District  is  also  seeking  the  Corps'  assistance  in  the  development  of  a  floodplain  maintenance 
plan  for  the  lower  six  miles  of  Murrieta  Creek,  under  the  Section  22,  Planning  Assistance  to  the 
States  authority. 

Severe  flooding  and  resulting  damages  occurred  in  January  1 993  in  Temecula  and  Murrieta  from 
overbank  flooding  of  the  creek  possibly  due  to  vegetative  growth  and  attendant  sediment  build-up. 
Clearing  and  restoration  work  was  undertaken  following  the  flooding,  but  a  plan  is  needed  for 
creek/floodplain  maintenance  that  will  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  various  regulatory  agencies 
until  such  time  as  permanent  improvements  can  be  constructed. 

We  request  the  Committee  to  approve  a  Fiscal  Year  1997  appropriation  of  $150,000  under  the 
authority  of  Section  22,  Planning  Assistance  to  the  States,  in  order  to  prepare  a  floodplain 
maintenance  plan. 
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GUNNERSON  POND 

In  199S,  the  CoipsofEngineers  Los  Angeles  District  began  an  investigation  under  Section  1135  to 
evaluate  the  possibility  of  a  wetlands  restoration  project  at  Gunnerson  Pond.  Currently,  the  South 
Pacific  Division  is  reviewing  the  Preliminary  Restoration  Plan  for  the  project.  The  project  location 
is  in  the  Lake  Elsinore  region  of  Riverside  County,  California.  The  site  is  located  north  of  the  City 
of  Lake  Elsinore,  at  Gunnerson  Pond,  adjacent  to  and  downstream  of  the  Corps-built  Lake  Elsinore 
Outlet  Channel,  a  Section  205  project. 

The  proposed  modification  of  the  outlet  channel  would  allow  water  from  Lake  Elsinore  and  from 
a  nearby  wastewater  treatment  plant  to  flow  into  Gunnerson  Pond,  creating  a  permanent  wetland  in 
that  area. 

The  purpose  of  this  modification  would  be  to  enhance  and  develop  waterfowl  habitat,  endangered 
species  habitat,  emergent  wetland  vegetation,  and  riparian  vegetation.  The  proposed  project  would 
significantly  expand  and  enhance  existing  wetland  and  riparian  areas  along  the  Temescal  Creek 
floodplain.  Currently  protected  habitat  areas  within  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  outlet  works 
include  approximately  40  acres  of  riparian  and  marsh  wetlands.  Construction  of  this  project  would 
permanently  protect  and  enhance  an  additional  60  acres  of  wetlands  (a  65%  increase  in  acreage). 
The  value  of  existing  habitat  at  Gunnerson  Pond  would  be  increased  substantially,  by  at  least 
80-90%.  The  habitat  value  of  adjacent  wetlands  would  also  be  increased  by  providing  a  large 
expanse  of  contiguous  habitat  that  would  tie  into  the  wildlife  corridor  provided  by  Temescal  Creek. 

We  request  the  Committee  to  sqiprove  $490,000  in  Fiscal  Year  1997  appropriations,  to  prepare  a 
Project  Modification  Report  and  to  initiate  preconstruction,  engineering  and  design  for  the 
Gunnerson  Pond  project  under  the  authority  of  Section  1 135,  within  available  funds. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  INFRASTRUCTURE 
RESTORATION  STUDY 

WITNESS 

LES  M.  JONES,  DIRECTOR,  PUBUC  WORKS,  CITY  OF  HUNTINGTON 
BEACH 

Ms.  Tennis.  From  the  City  of  Huntington  Beach,  Les  M.  Jones, 
the  Director  of  Public  Works. 

Mr.  Jones.  Good  morning,  I  am  Les  Jones,  Director  of  Public 
Works,  speaking  on  behalf  of  Mayor  Dave  Sullivan  of  the  City  of 
Huntington  Beach. 

The  Mayor  would  want  me  to  say  at  this  point  that  the  City  of 
Huntington  Beach,  the  real  Surf  City,  USA,  is  also  the  89th  largest 
city  in  the  United  States;  and  we  are  seeking  a  $900,000  appropria- 
tion to  initiate  a  water  infrastructure  reliability  study. 

Public  law  101-60  provides  specific  authorization  for  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  consult  with  the  Federal  Emergency 
Management  Agency  and  conduct  special  studies  of  the  seismic 
conditions  of  the  infrastructure  in  Southern  California. 

The  Huntington  Beach  special  study  will  focus  on  water,  sewer 
drainage  infrastructure  systems  in  the  city  and  potentially  affected 
by  major  seismic  activity  on  the  Newport-Inglewood  Fault  which 
splits  our  community.  Primary  elements  of  the  study  would  include 
groundwater  basin  optimization  and  effects  of  fault  systems  there- 
on; seismic  reliability  of  water  storage  facilities  and  water  systems; 
seismic  reliability  of  sewer  system  elements  including  collection 
and  trunk  facilities  and  pumping  stations;  seismic  reliability  of 
closed  and  open  channel  storm  drain  systems  and  pumping  sta- 
tions; and  the  development  of  alternative  recycled  and  imported 
water  backup  supplies  for  the  area. 

The  City  of  Huntington  Beach  appreciates  the  support  of  Con- 
gressman Rohrabacher  and  would  appreciate  the  support  of  this 
committee  for  the  study  that  is  essential  to  the  infrastructure 
needs  of  our  community.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Jones  follows:] 
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The  City  of  Huntington  Beach  is  seeking  a  S900,000  appropriation  to  initiate  a  water 
infrastructure  reUability  study.  Public  Law  101-60  authorizes  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
to  conduct  in  consultation  with  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  special 
studies  in  southern  California.  These  studies  assess  infrastructure  such  as  water,  sewer  and 
drainage  systems  as  well  as  the  restoration  of  these  systems  to  fiill  service  following  major  seismic 
events.  Studies  similar  to  this  proposed  study  are  currently  underway  in  Southeast  Los  Angeles 
County  and  the  San  Gabriel  Valley  under  the  local  sponsorship  of  the  cities  of  Norwalk  and 
Arcadia/Sierra  Madre. 

Study  Overview 

The  Huntington  Beach  special  study  will  focus  on  water,  sewer  and  drainage  infrastructure 
systems  in  the  City  potentially  afifected  by  m^or  seismic  activity  on  the  Newport/Inglewood  Fault 
which  biflircates  the  community.  Primary  elements  of  the  study  would  include;  groundwater  basin 
optimization  and  effects  of  &ult  systons  thereon,  seismic  reliability  of  water  storage  facilities  and 
water  systems;  seismic  reliability  of  sewerage  system  elements  including  collection  and  trunk 
facilities  and  pumping  stations;  seismic  reliability  of  closed  and  open  channel  storm  drain  systems 
and  pumping  stations;  and  development  of  alternative  recycled  and  imported  water  backup 
supplies  for  the  area. 

A  more  detailed  breakdown  of  the  proposed  study  would  include: 

o  Groundwater  Supply  Reliability:  An  evaluation  of  the  potential  effects  upon 

groundwater  supply  reliability  in  the  Huntington  Beach  area  due  to  faulting 
and  major  seismic  events. 
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Seismic  Reliability  of  Water  System:  Analysis  and  assessment  of  seismic 
upgrading  of  water  system  facilities  in  the  area  including:  reservoirs, 
transmission  and  distribution  pipelines,  bridge  crossings,  pump  stations,  wells, 
control  centers  and  imported  supply  facilities. 

Seismic  Reliability  of  Sewer  System:  Analysis  and  assessment  of  seismic 
upgrading  of  sewer  system  facilities  in  the  area  including:  collection  and 
trunk  pipelines,  siphons  and  channel  crossings,  pump  stations  and  control 
systems. 

Seismic  Reliability  of  Drainage  System:  Analysis  and  assessment  of 
seismic  upgrading  of  drainage  system  facilities  in  the  area  including:  lateral 
and  main  pipeline  systems,  open  channels,  pump  stations  and  control  systems. 

Backup  Emergency  Water  Supplies:  An  assessment  of  the  potential  to 
provide  backup  level  fire  protection  in  high  value  areas  of  the  City  through  the 
backup  source  of  recycles  water  through  the  Green  Acres  Regional  system  of 
the  Orange  County  Water  District. 

Regional  Water  Supply  Augmentation:  An  analysis  of  the  feasibUity  of 
expanded  use  of  regional  imported  and  groundwater  supplies  through  the  West 
Orange  County  Water  Board  facilities  as  additional  firm  backup  supply  to  the 
area. 

Temporary  and  Standby  Power  Assessment:  An  evaluation  of  temporary 
and  standby  power  requirements  for  all  water,  sewer  and  drainage  pumping 
system  load  demands. 

Comprehensive  Emergency  Preparedness  Plan:  Development  of  a 
comprehensive  Emergency  Preparedness  Plan  in  conjunction  with  the  City's 
Fire  and  Police  Departments  to  ensure  that  fiiUy  coordinated  eflforts  of  staflC 
materials,  equipment  and  communication  systems  are  brought  to  the  fore  in 
the  event  of  a  major  seismic  occurrence. 

Capital  Outlay  Requirements:  Development  of  a  complete  Capital  Improve- 
ment Program  (CIP)  based  upon  the  results  of  the  analyses  and  study  elements 
noted  above  to  bring  seismic  protection  reliability  to  the  area's  water,  sewer 
and  drainage  infi-astructure.  The  CIP  would  have  a  planning  horizon  of  no  less 
than  twenty  (20)  years  for  flill  program  implementation    Funding  strategies 
for  Federal,  State  and  Regional  assistance  to  finance  infi"astructure  system 
improvements  would  be  developed,  including  new  legislative  strategies  where 
deemed  appropriate. 
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o  Economic  Base  Study:  A  survey  level  economic  base  study  to  ascertain  the 

benefit  versus  cost  of  planned  improvements  due  to  potential  damage  to  water, 
sewer  and  drainage  system  elements  fi'om  a  major  seismic  event. 

This  study  is  critical  to  the  water  infrastructure  of  our  city.  We  ask  the  Committee  to 
support  this  study  with  the  appropriation  of  $900,000  in  Fiscal  Year  1997 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
COLUSA  BASIN  DRAIN  PROJECT 

WITNESS 
KEITH  HANSEN,  DIRECTOR,  COLUSA  BASIN  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

Ms.  Tennis.  Keith  Hansen,  Director  of  Colusa  Basin  Drainage 
District. 

Mr.  Hansen.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the 
Committee,  Mr.  Fazio.  I  am  Keith  Hansen,  a  farmer  and  County 
Supervisor,  and  the  Director  of  the  Colusa  Basin  Drainage  District. 

The  650,000-acre  Colusa  Basin  Drainage  District,  located  on  the 
west  side  of  the  Sacramento  River,  serves  a  large  watershed  ex- 
ceeding a  million  acres  in  Glenn,  Colusa  and  Yolo  Counties.  It  is 
a  rich  agricultural  and  rich  wildlife  area,  including  three  national 
wildlife  refuges. 

The  district  was  formed  primarily  to  address  flooding  problems. 
Due  to  the  1995  storm,  these  three  counties  suffered  an  estimated 
$100  million  in  damage  and  one  death.  In  November,  a  majority  of 
landowners  voted  to  implement  the  district's  innovative  resource 
management  plan  which  addresses  the  flood  damage,  groundwater 
supplies,  surface  water  storage  and  water  for  environmental  uses 
in  the  watershed.  The  four  projects  selected  to  serve  as  a  dem- 
onstration for  integrated  resource  management  are  two  small  res- 
ervoirs, a  groundwater  recharge  retention  basin  and  the  manage- 
ment of  the  75-mile  drain. 

Utilizing  the  $250,000  appropriation  of  1996,  the  feasibility  anal- 
ysis is  being  done  on  the  hydrology,  geophysical  and  environmental 
issues,  and  the  facility  options  of  the  operations.  The  requested 
$400,000  in  Bureau  funding  will  complete  preproject  development 
and  design  for  the  construction  of  the  conjunctive-use  demonstra- 
tion projects. 

The  second  request  is  a  district  request  of  $200,000  for  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  conduct  a  reconnaissance  study  of  the 
widespread  flooding  and  channel  capacities  in  the  CBDD  to  convey 
the  water  through  the  Yolo  Bypass,  the  need  to  restore  wetlands 
and  habitats  in  the  basin.  This  integrated  resource  approach  solves 
a  variety  of  problems  for  us  from  a  large  area  with  the  same  dollar, 
and  we  think,  in  an  efficient  manner. 

We  would  like  to  thank  you  for  your  continued  support,  and  Mr. 
Fazio  in  particular. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  thank  my  good  friend, 
the  Glenn  County  Supervisor,  Keith  Hansen,  for  all  the  leadership 
he  has  provided  in  bringing  the  communities  together  to  begin  to 
solve  their  own  problems  on  the  west  side  of  the  Sacramento  Val- 
ley. It  is  a  real  active  leadership.  We  hope  to  be  able  to  help. 

Mr.  Hansen.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Hansen  follows:] 
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United  States  House  or  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

Testimony  or  Mr.  Keith  Hansen 


COLUSA  BASIN  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

FY  1 997  USSR  Request:    $  400,000 
FY  1997  Corps  Request:     $  200,000 

My  name  is  Keith  Hansen.  I  am  a  farmer,  a  County  Supervisor,  and  a  director  of 
the  Colusa  Basin  Drainage  District. 

The  650,000  acre  Colusa  Basin  Drainage  District,  located  on  the  west  side  of  the 
Sacramento  River,  serves  a  large  watershed  exceeding  one  million  acres.    It  covers 
three  counties,  Glenn,  Colusa  and  northern  Yolo  Counties.  It  not  only  is  a  rich  agri- 
cultural area,  but  a  rich  wildlife  area  as  woll,  including  three  national  wildlife  ref- 
uges. 

The  District  was  formed  to  primarily  address  flooding  problems.  In  1995  alone, 
these  three  counties  suffered  an  estimated  100  million  dollars  in  damage  and  1  death 
due  to  storms.  In  November,  a  majority  of  landowners  voted  to  implement  the 
District's  Integrated  Management  Plan  to  address  flood  damage  while  obtaining 
other  benefits  of  increasing  groundwater  supplies,  surface  water  storage,  and  water 
for  environmental  and  wildlife  uses  in  the  watershed. 

Four  projects  have  been  initially  selected  in  he  developed  to  serve  as  a  demonstra- 
tion for  integrated  resources  managenicni     Iwo  small  reservoirs,  a  groundwater 
recharge  detention  basin,  and  managemont  nfthe  75  mile  Drain  itself. 
Utilizing  the  $250,000  appropriated  for  lOOr,.  feasibility  level  analysis  is  being  done 
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on  hydrologic,  geophysical,  natural  resources  and  environmental  issues;  facility 
options,  operations  and  economic  feasihility. 

The  requested  $400,000  Bureau  Tunding  will  complete  pre-project  development  and 
design,  as  well  as  the  environmental  work  for  construction  of  the  conjunctive  use 
demonstration  projects. 

Additionally,  the  District  requests  $200,000  for  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
to  conduct  a  rrronnaissance  study  to  determine  solutions  to  flooding  problems  due 
to  inadequate  channel  capacities  along  (he  Dniin  and  its  tributaries.  Moderately 
high  stages  in  the  Sacramento  River  prc\ ml  gravity  flow  from  the  drain  to  the  river 
causing  widespread  flooding  to  the  area.  The  need  exists  to  assess  the  drainage  sys- 
tem and  determine  solutions  to  improve  conveyance  of  flood  flows  into  the  Yolo  By- 
pass. 

Additionally,  as  part  of  the  District's  Integrated  Resource  Management  Plan,  the 
District  desires  to  investigate  opportunities  to  restore  wetlands  and  environmental 
habitat  in  the  basin. 

We  believe  our  Integrated  Resource  approach  to  solving  a  number  of  problems 
across  a  large  area  with  the  same  dollar  is  a  wise  expenditure  of  public  funds. 

Thank  you  for  your  continued  support. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

ELECTRIC  FISH  BARRIER 

WITNESS 

JIM  BALSDON,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES,  RECLAMA- 
TION  DISTRICT  NO.  108 

Ms.  Tennis.  Another  Sacramento  Valley  person,  from  Reclama- 
tion District  108,  Jim  Balsdon,  Vice  President. 

Mr.  Balsdon.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee, 
my  name  is  Jim  Balsdon.  I  am  a  fourth  generation  farmer  from 
Northern  California  and  Vice  President  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of 
Reclamation  District  108.  The  district  is  comprised  of  approxi- 
mately 48,000  acres  of  irrigated  farmland  located  along  the  west 
side  of  the  Sacramento  River,  about  45  miles  northwest  of  Sac- 
ramento. Water  for  irrigation  is  obtained  from  the  Sacramento 
River. 

Over  the  past  three  years,  the  district  has  been  testing  the  effec- 
tiveness of  the  electric  fish  barrier  as  an  alternative  to  the  tradi- 
tional positive  screen  fish  barrier.  Results  of  these  tests  show  that 
the  electric  fish  guidance  technology,  in  combination  with  the  flow 
distribution  system,  is  capable  of  successfully  guiding  fish  away 
from  the  intake  structure  at  the  pumping  plant  at  about  one-third 
the  cost  of  a  positive  screen  barrier.  Through  1996,  approximately 
$3  million  will  have  been  spent  in  testing  this  alternative  fish  bar- 
rier for  the  district's  130  landowners  and  water  users  paying  about 
one-half  of  the  cost. 

In  order  to  complete  the  electric  barrier  development  phase,  the 
district  respectfully  requests  a  $1.1  million  appropriation  for  fiscal 
year  1997  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  This  level  of  funding 
will  provide  $600,000  toward  the  program  costs  for  1997  and 
$500,000  to  reimburse  the  district  for  approximately  one-third  of 
our  prior  expenditures  and  fish  barrier  development.  Results  of 
these  investigations  will  benefit  not  only  our  district,  but  will  also 
be  useful  to  our  diverters  to  the  State  and  Federal  resource  agen- 
cies which  are  currently  being  faced  with  decisions  regarding  fish 
protection  requirements  at  unscreened  diversions. 

We  greatly  appreciate  the  support  of  the  committee  and  the  con- 
tinuing assistance  of  the  Federal  and  State  resource  agencies  in 
our  efforts  to  develop  this  innovative,  cost-effective  fish  protection 
technology.  Thank  you. 

And  also.  Congressman  Fazio,  we  appreciate  all  your  support  you 
have  had  for  us  in  the  past,  too. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  district  that  is  125  years  old 
this  year,  and  yet  they  are  on  the  cutting  edge  of  trying  to  figure 
out  cost-effective  ways  to  deal  with  water  diversions  and  the  im- 
pact that  they  have  on  the  fisheries.  When  Nat  Bingham  gets  up 
here  in  a  minute,  we  will  talk  more  about  that. 

But  this  is  something  that  is  going  to  be  a  major  expenditure  not 
only  for  the  farmers  in  these  districts,  but  also  for  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, I  hope.  And  as  a  result  of  that,  we  all  want  to  find  the 
lowest  possible  cost  that  does  the  job. 
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Thank  you,  Jim. 

Mr.  Balsdon.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Balsdon  follows:] 
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UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

THE  HONORABLE  ]OHN  T.  MYERS,  CHAIRMAN 

Statement  of  Mr.  James  Balsdon 

Reclamation  District  No.  1 08 

March  6,  1996 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  my  name  is  ]im  Balsdon.  I  am  a  fourth  generation 
farmer  from  northern  California  and  Vice-President  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  Reclamation  District 
No.  108. 

The  District  is  comprised  of  approximately  48,000  acres  of  irrigated  farmland  located  along  the  west 
side  of  the  Sacramento  River  within  Yolo  and  Colusa  Counties,  about  45  miles  northwest  of 
Sacramento.  Water  for  irrigation  of  District  lands  is  obtained  by  pumping  from  the  Sacramento  River. 

The  District  was  formed  in  September  1870  and  on  March  30th  of  this  year  we  will  hold  a  125th 
Anniversary  Celebration.  All  of  you  are  most  welcome  to  participate  and  to  share  in  recalling  the 
struggles  and  history  of  the  early  pioneering  landowners  who  built  the  levees,  drains,  canals,  and 
pumping  plants  to  irrigate  the  rich  farmland  and  to  stem  the  floods. 

This  pioneering  legacy  is  evident  today  in  the  District's  efforts  to  develop  a  cost-effective  barrier  to 
protect  the  endangered  chinook  salmon  and  other  fish  species  from  being  drawn  into  our  pumping 
facilities.  Over  the  past  tiiree  years  tiie  District  has  been  testing  the  effectiveness  of  an  electric  fish 
barrier  as  an  alternative  to  tiie  traditional  positive  screen  fish  barrier.  Results  of  these  tests,  and  in 
particular  the  testing  performed  this  past  year,  show  tiiat  tiie  electric  fish  guidance  technology,  in 
combination  with  a  flow  distribution  system,  is  capable  of  successfully  guiding  fish  away  from  die 
intake  so^cture  at  Wilkins  Slough  Pumping  Plant.  Furtiier  testing  tiiis  year  will  determine  how 
effective  this  alternative  barrier  can  be  in  protecting  fish. 

We  are  convinced  tiiat  the  electric  barrier/flow  distribution  facility  will  be  a  more  cost  effective 
solution  to  protecting  fish  than  the  high-cost  positive  screen  barrier.    At  Wilkins  Slough,  the  capital 
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Statement  of  Mr.  James  Balsdon 
Reclamation  District  No.  1 08 
March  6,  1996 

cost  of  constructing  an  electric  barrier  is  approximately  one-third  the  estimated  $7  million  cost  of 
constructing  a  positive  screen  barrier.  « 

Through  1996,  approximately  $3  million  will  have  been  spent  in  testing  this  alternative  fish  barrier, 
with  the  District's  1 30  landowners  and  water  users  paying  about  one-half  of  the  cost.  In  order  to 
complete  the  electric  barrier  development  phase  in  1997,  the  District  respectfully  requests  a  $1.1 
million  appropriation  for  fiscal  year  1 997  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  This  level  of  funding  will 
provide  $600,000  toward  program  costs  for  1997  and  $500,000  to  reimburse  the  District  for 
approximately  one-third  of  our  prior  expenditures  in  fish  barrier  development.  Results  of  diese 
investigations  will  benefit  not  only  the  District  but  will  also  be  useful  to  other  diverters  and  to  State 
and  federal  resource  agencies  which  are  currentiy  being  faced  with  decisions  regarding  fish  protection 
requirements  at  unscreened  diversions. 

We  greatiy  appreciate  the  support  of  the  Committee,  and  the  continuing  assistance  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  and  other  federal  and  Sute  resource  agencies  in 
our  efforts  to  develop  this  innovative,  cost  effective  fish  protection  technology.  It  is  our  expecution 
that  the  testing  this  year  will  demonstrate  that  the  electric  fish  barrier/flow  distribution  facility  is  a 
viable,  lower-cost  alternative  to  the  positive  screen  barrier,  and  that  further  refinements  of  the  testing 
during  1 997  will  confirm  its  success  as  well  as  its  usefulness  at  many  other  sites  along  the  Sacramento 
River  and  elsewhere. 

Thank  you  for  your  continuing  support. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
SOUTH  BAY  WATER  RECYCLING  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

LOU  GARCIA,  DIRECTOR,  ENVIRONMENTAL  SERVICES  DEPARTMENT, 
CITY  OF  SAN  JOSE 

Ms.  Tennis.  We  will  move  to  our  28th  witness  from  the  city  of 
San  Jose,  Lou  Garcia,  Director. 

Mr.  Garcia.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Committee,  my 
name  is  Lou  Garcia.  I  am  the  Director  of  the  Environmental  Serv- 
ices Department  for  the  city  of  San  Jose.  Our  city  serves  a  region 
of  1.1  million  population,  providing  wastewater  services  encompass- 
ing eight  cities  in  the  Silicon  Valley.  I  am  here  to  request  addi- 
tional funding  for  the  South  Bay  Water  Recycling  project,  which  is 
a  $140  million  project  that  will  recycle  20  million  gallons  a  day  of 
highly  treated  wastewater  for  nonpotable  uses. 

I  also  want  to  thank  you  for  the  $3.5  million  in  Federal  funding 
that  we  have  received  to  date  for  this  project.  However,  1997,  the 
Federal  fiscal  year  will  be  the  year  that  this  project  will  be  in  con- 
struction. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  authorized  to  fund  this  project  up 
to  25  percent,  and  we  would  ask  for  a  $15  million  appropriation 
this  year.  This  project  is  required  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
and  the  Clean  Water  Act  in  order  to  protect  the  habitat  of  two  en- 
dangered species.  It  will  also  add  to  the  water  supply  of  our  region 
and  will  allow  for  the  continued  growth  of  the  Silicon  Valley. 

In  1995,  we  created  42,000  jobs,  but  this  growth  is  endangered 
because  we  have  a  flow  cap  at  our  treatment  plant  of  120  million 
gallons  a  day,  and  last  summer  we  exceeded  it  by  about  2  million 
gallons  a  day.  It  is  vital  that  this  project  stay  on  target,  and  we 
request  that  this  funding  be  included  in  the  budget.  We  thank  you 
very  much  for  your  past  assistance. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Garcia  follows:! 
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United  States  House  of  Representatives 

commtttee  on  appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  H.  Myers,  Chairman 
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Summary 

South  Bay  Water  Recycling  is  a  $140  million  regional  project  to  recycle  up  to  20  million 
gallons  per  day  of  highly  treated  wastewater  for  nonpotable  reuse  in  Calijfomia's  Silicon 
Valley.  The  project  is  being  undertaken  to  comply  with  federal  and  state  mandates 
protecting  wetlands  in  the  south  end  of  San  Francisco  Bay.  The  U.S.  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  is  authorized  to  fund  25%  of  project  costs  through  Title  XVI  of  PL102-575. 
In  order  to  meet  the  mandatory  compliance  schedule  set  by  the  EPA  and  the  California 
Water  Resources  Control  Board,  area  cities  and  agencies  will  spend  an  estimated  $90 
million  for  construction  of  the  project  during  the  1997  federal  fiscal  year  alone.  On  behalf 
of  all  the  participating  communities,  the  City  of  San  Jose  requests  a  Congressional 
appropriation  of  $15  million  to  ensure  timely  completion  of  the  project,  which  will  help 
preserve  the  environmental  and  economic  health  of  Silicon  Valley. 

Chairman  Myers,  Members  of  the  Committee: 

My  name  is  Lou  Garcia,  and  I  am  the  director  of  the  Environmental  Services 
Department  of  the  City  of  San  Jose,  California,  "Capital  of  Silicon  Valley."  I  am 
here  to  ask  you  to  appropriate  $15  million  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  the 
next  fiscal  year  for  South  Bay  Water  Recycling  (SBWR),  our  regional  program,  to 
recycle  up  to  20  million  gallons  per  day  of  treated  wastewater  from  the  San 
Jose /Santa  Clara  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  for  reuse  in  landscaping, 
agriculture  and  industrial  applications.  The  project  involves  construction  of  60 
miles  of  recycled  water  pipe  and  pump  stations  to  irrigate  over  4,000  acres  in 
high-tech  business  parks,  schools  and  golf  courses  at  a  cost  of  approximately 
$140  million.  Federal  participation  is  authorized  by  Title  XVI  of  the  Reclamation 
Projects  Authorization  Act  of  1992  (Public  Law  102-575),  Section  1607,  "San  Jose 
Area  Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse  Program." 

The  SBWR  program  is  being  implemented  by  the  cities  of  San  Jose,  Santa  Clara 
and  Milpitas,  five  sanitary  districts,  and  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District  as 
an  alternative  to  a  limit  on  the  discharge  of  treated  wastewater  to  the  south  part 
of  Szm  Francisco  Bay.  In  1989,  a  flow  cap  was  mandated  by  the  US 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  California  Water  Resources  Control 
Board,  which  required  us  to  divert  fresh  water  discharges  from  the  salt  marsh 
habitat  of  two  endangered  spedes  —  the  salt  marsh  harvest  mouse  and  the 
California  clapper  rail.  Without  this  project,  we  will  lack  the  capacity  to  treat 
wastewater  from  residents  and  businesses,  such  as  manufacturers  of  printed 
circuit  boards,  semiconductors,  disk  drives  and  other  product  critical  to  the 
computer  industry. 
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South  Bay  Water  Recycling  program  deserves  your  special  attention  and  support 
for  three  reasons: 

1.  The  SBWR  program  is  mandated  by  federal  and  state  environmental  laws 
which  have  determined  the  costs  and  schedvile  of  the  program  required  to 
divert  effluent  from  the  South  Bay. 

2.  This  project  is  essential  to  the  health  of  the  Silicon  Valley  economy,  which  is 
orUy  now  recovering  from  an  extended  recession.  Without  this  project,  the 
region  could  face  a  sewer  moratorium,  which  would  threaten  our  global 
competitiveness  in  the  high-tech  computer  industry. 

3.  By  participating  in  this  project,  which  is  highly  leveraged  with  local  funds, 
the  federal  govermnent  has  an  opportvmity  to  establish  a  model  for  urban 
resource  mzmagement  throughout  the  United  States. 

The  primary  motivation  for  the  timing  on  this  project  is  the  schedule  for  project 
completion  set  by  the  federal  and  state  goverrunent  through  the  Endangered 
Species  and  Clean  Water  Acts.  Construction  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  late 
1997  for  use  in  the  1998  irrigation  season,  and  costs  during  the  1997  federal  fiscal 
year  alone  are  projected  to  reach  $90  million.  Unfortunately,  appropriations 
from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  have  significantly  lagged  project  expenditures. 
In  1996,  for  example,  project  expenses  vnil  exceed  $30  million.  By  contrast  our 
appropriation  for  the  1996  federal  fiscal  year,  initially  approved  at  $1.75  million, 
has  been  reduced  still  further  to  only  $1.4  million. 

The  local  share  of  this  project  is  being  financed  by  a  combination  of  bonded  debt, 
cash  and  in-kind  service  contributions  from  participating  cities  and  agencies, 
which  to  date  have  dedicated  more  than  $30  million  to  the  project.  An  additional 
$85  million  in  bonds  was  sold  in  November,  1995,  which  will  be  repaid  out  of 
sewer  fees.  These  fees  have  increased  by  as  much  as  50%  over  the  past  five  years 
to  cover  the  cost  of  environmental  programs.  Should  the  Bureau  continue  to  fail 
in  its  commitment  to  reimburse  the  agencies  for  eligible  SBWR  costs,  we  could  be 
forced  to  increase  sewer  fees  still  further  to  cover  project  costs,  which  would 
seriously  damage  the  region's  economic  and  employment  climate. 

Reduced  federal  support  would  also  result  in  a  cutback  in  the  scope  of  the 
recycled  water  program,  limiting  the  amount  of  recycled  water  diverted  form  the 
Bay  and  diminishing  our  ability  to  supply  water  and  provide  wastewater 
treatment  capacity.  There  are  currently  some  4,000  high  tech  companies  in  the 
San  Jose  Metropolitan  Area,  employing  over  200,000  people.  That  number  could 
double  in  the  next  ten  years  as  computer  technology  ventures  into  new  markets. 
But  our  competitive  global  economy  will  not  favor  those  who  squander  their 
capital  resources,  either  natiiral  or  financial. 
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It  takes  ten  gallons  of  water  to  make  one  computer  chip.  Some  semiconductor 
manufacturers  in  our  area  use  more  than  a  million  gallons  of  water  per  day. 
Discharge  of  this  industrial  wastewater  is  stringently  regulated,  while  at  the 
other  end  of  the  pipe,  these  same  companies  faced  mandatory  water  ratiorung 
during  the  last  drought.  By  giving  water  a  second  chance,  reducing  pollution 
and  reusing  a  valuable  commodity.  South  Bay  Water  Recycling  will  support 
Silicon  Valley  businesses,  and  help  to  keep  our  country  competitive  globally  in 
the  aggressive  high-tech  industries  of  the  future. 

San  Jose  is  not  alone  in  confronting  these  challenges.  The  successful  commimities 
of  the  next  century  will  be  those  that  make  the  most  intelligent  use  of  all  their 
assets,  reducing  waste  and  turning  pollution  problems  into  opportvmities.  All 
across  the  nation,  cities  and  towns  are  faced  with  the  dilemma  of  miiumizing  the 
impacts  of  wastewater  treatment  on  the  environment  and  the  economy.  In  our 
own  jurea,  we  need  your  continued  support  for  flood  control  programs  being 
constructed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  the  Guadalupe  River,  and  on  Coyote 
and  Beryessa  Creeks.  We  are  also  partners  with  the  Bureau  and  other  cities  and 
agencies  participating  in  and  supporting  the  study  of  regional  water  recycling 
opportunities  known  as  the  San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Study. 

We  appreciate  the  support  for  SBWR  this  committee  has  shown  during  the  past 
two  years.  Since  we  appeared  before  this  committee  last  year,  we  have  made 
significant  progress  on  the  design  and  construction  of  this  project.  A  $6  million 
contract  was  awarded  in  January,  1996  for  construction  of  the  first  section  of  pipe 
which  will  bring  the  water  from  the  treatment  plant  to  the  4400-horsepower 
transmission  pump  station.  The  pump  station  is  now  out  for  bid,  with 
construction  slated  to  begin  in  June,  1996,  and  design  of  the  pipeline  is  almost 
50%  complete. 

Recycled  water  is  "smart"  water  because  it  reduces  the  flow  of  wastewater  to  the 
envirorunent  by  making  more  water  available  for  reuse.  Now  that  we  are  in 
construction,  it  is  more  important  than  ever  that  you  appropriate  the  necessary 
funds  so  that  we  can  succeed  in  our  efforts  to  make  the  most  intelligent  use  of 
our  most  valuable  resource,  and  so  point  the  way  for  other  urban  areas 
throughout  the  country. 

TharJc  you  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  to  you  today. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
EASTERN  MUNICIPAL  WATER  DISTRICT  LOAN 

WITNESSES 

CLAYTON  RECORD,  DIRECTOR,  EASTERN  MUNICIPAL  WATER  DIS- 
TRICT 

JOHN  BRUDIN,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  EASTERN  MUNICPAL  WATER  DIS- 
TRICT 

Ms.  Tennis.  From  Eastern  Municipal  Water  District,  Clajdion 
Record,  Director. 

Mr.  Record.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee  and 
old  friends,  my  purpose  here  is  simply  to  express  our  appreciation 
for  your  past  support  and  to  validate  the  requests  as  put  forward 
in  our  prepared  statement  that  you  have  before  you.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Record  follows:] 
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United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  John  B.  Brudin,  General  Manager  of  Eastern  Municipal  Water  District.  I  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  submit  Eastem's  request  for  continued  funding  of  a  construction  project  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act  of  1956  as  amended,  P.L.  84-984  Loan  Program,  with  the  United  States  Department 
of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

RECLAIMED  WATER  SYSTEM  PROJECT 

Eastem  Municipal  Water  District  is  the  local  sponsor  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Project.  Approval  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  for  this  project  was  obtained  on  May  23, 1991.  This  project  provides  for  a  new  concept  in  water 
management  which  is  resulting  in  significant  water  conservation.  The  Eastem  Municipal  Water  District,  like  much  of 
the  arid  west,  is  faced  with  a  water  shortage  condition  which  is  continuing  to  deplete  the  District's  valuable 
groundwater  supplies. 

The  project  is  putting  into  place  the  constmction  of  a  major  transmission  system  and  appurtenant  worths  necessary 
for  a  Class  2  water  supply  system,  which  will  1)  reduce  the  demands  on  the  District  groundwater  supply;  2)  provide 
for  extended  agricultural  production;  3)  provide  environmental  enhancement  creating  multipurpose  wetlands  for  the 
migratory  birds  of  the  Pacific  Flyway;  and  4)  create  the  potential  of  990  jobs  to  bolster  the  regional  economy. 

In  Fiscal  Year  1992, 1993, 1994, 1995,  and  1996,  the  continued  support  from  your  committee  has  provided  over 
$27,000,000  in  appropriations  which  has  allowed  for  the  completion  of  neariy  90%  of  this  vital  system.  It  is  the 
District's  understanding  that  the  President's  Fiscal  Year  1997  Budget  includes  funding  for  this  project  in  the  amount 
of  $3,887,700  as  part  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Programs.  During  the  California  Water  Commission  hearings 
on  March  1, 1996,  the  Commission  supported  a  recommendation  in  this  amount.  We  respectfully  request  your 
continued  support  of  our  project  and  this  appropriation  in  the  amount  of  $3,887,700  in  the  1 997  Fiscal  Year  Budget. 
A  summary  is  enclosed. 

On  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  Eastem  Municipal  Water  District,  we  at  the  District,  sincerely  appreciate  your 
continued  assistance  in  scheduling  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  your  Committee  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the  District 
Project  and  as  part  of  the  California  Water  Commission  presentation. 

Respectfully, 


.  Jo~h{!  B.  Bnidin 


California  92;8 1 -8300 

Servic 


ble  Road,  Ferris,  CA  92571 


■  Telephone  (909)  925-7676  •  Fax  (909)  929-0257 
'  /  Engineering  Annex:  440  E.  Oakland  Avenue,  Hemel.  CA 
'       Telephone  (909)  928-3777       •       Fax  (909)  928-6177 
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SMALL  RECLAMATION  PROJECTS 
LOAN  PROGRAM 

NAME  OF  PROJECT 

Reclaimed  Water  Facilities,  Eastern  Municipal  Water  District,  San  Jacinto,  California 

AUTHORIZATION 

P.L.  84-984  -  Small  Reclamation  Project  Act 

LOCATION,  DESCRIPTION,  AND  REPRESENTATION 

The  project  is  located  in  Riverside  County,  California,  north  of  the  San  Diego  County  line,  east  of  the  City  of  Riverside 
and  west  of  the  San  Jacinto  Mountains.  Project  features  include  construction  of  approximately  45  miles  of  major 
pipelines,  two  pumping  stations,  and  a  3  million  gallon  per  day  tertiary  treatment  expansion  to  reclaim  and  convey 
wastewater  effluent  to  wetland  areas,  recreational  lakes,  agricultural  lands  and  M&l  users.  Representation  for  the 
State  of  California  Congressional  Districts  include:  CA-43  -  Rep.  Ken  Calvert  (R);  CA-44  -Rep  Sonny  Bono  (R);  CA- 
48  -  Rep  Ron  Packard  (R);  and  Senators  Dianne  Feinstein  (D);  Barbara  Boxer  (D). 

JUSTIFICATION 

The  project  will  provkje  reclaimed  water  for  expansion  of  three  separate  wetlands,  covering  neariy  600  acres  as  well 
as  provide  reclaimed  water  to  over  21 ,500  acres  of  imgated  land,  thus  preserving  treated  potable  water  that  would 
have  been  used  without  the  proposed  system.  Recycling  reclaimed  water  will  also  provide  other  important  joint  and 
conjunctive  use  benefits  such  as  establishment  of  recreational  pari(s  and  greenbelts,  enhancement  of  wetlands, 
wildlife  habitat,  and  the  recharge  of  surplus  reclaimed  water  into  underground  aquifers  to  improve  water  quality  and 
for  future  drought  (banking)  management.  This  secondary  water  supply  will,  through  exchange  and  replacement 
agreements,  free-up  limited  primary  water  supplies  in  order  to  meet  the  fast-growing  domestic  and  M&l  demands  in 
Southem  California. 

PROJECT  PURPOSE 

The  water  reclamation  system  will  provide  an  alternate  water  supply  system,  for  presently,  water-short  lands  in  the 
District.  The  enlargement  of  water  reclamation  facilities  wouU  decrease  the  use  within  the  District  of  our  limited 
imported  domestk:  water  supplies. 

A  major  benefit  of  the  project  is  to  provkle  groundwater  basin  recharge/replenishment  benefit  by  conveying  untreated 
potable  water  to  a  100  acre  recharge  basin  within  an  area  of  the  District  known  as  the  Little  Valley  near  Bautista 
Canyon,  east  of  Hemet,  California.  The  recharge  of  this  basin  will  enhance  the  declining  groundwater  supplies  of 
the  neighboring  communities  of  Hemet  and  San  Jacinto,  California.  Additionally,  this  recharge  area  will  provide 
environmental  enhancement,  in  the  forni  of  wetlands  habitat,  partk^ularty  for  the  benefit  of  waterfowl  traveling  the 
Pacific  Flyway. 

The  system  will  also  provide  the  enhancement  and  enlargement  of  two  other  wetland  areas.  One  wetland 
expansion/creation,  approximately  160  acres,  is  proposed  in  the  general  vk^inity  of  the  California  Fish  and  Game,  San 
Jacinto  Wildlife  Refuge.  The  ottier  wetland  expansion/creation  is  located  along  the  Temescal  Creek  from  Lake 
Elsinore  to  the  Santa  Ana  River,  encompassing  approximately  300  acres.  These  wetlands  areas  will  also  have  the 
potential  to  functkxi  as  groundvrater  recharge  areas,  so  that  the  water  conveyed  to  these  areas  will  percolate  into  and 
replenish  the  underlying  groundwater  basins. 
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PROJECT  FINANCING 

The  District  is  seeking  continued  funding  from  its  approved  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Small  Projects  Act  cost  stiare 
loan  of  $31,100,000. 

FINANCIAUECONOMIC  FACTORS: 

Repayment:       15  years  Loan  Factor:      28.2%  B/C  Ratio:         2:1 

FUNDING  SCHEDULE: 


BUDGET  REQUESTS 

CAPABILITY                          1 

YEAR 

FEDERAL 

NON- 
FEDERAL 

TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

NON- 
FEDERAL 

TOTAL 

•FY92 

$3,054,465 

$500,000 

$3,554,465 

-0- 

-0- 

$3,554,45 

•FY93 

$5,358,380 

$2,000,000 

$7,358,380 

-0- 

-0- 

$7,358,380 

•FY94 

$8,682,100 

$2,800,000 

$11,482,100 

$2,000,000 

$2,000,000 

$15,482,100 

FY95 

$4,160,000 

$2,000,000 

$6,160,000 

-0- 

-0- 

$6,160,000 

FY96 

$6,000,000 

$3,000,000 

$9,000,000 

-0- 

-0- 

$9,000,000 

FY97 

$3,887,700 

$3,321,400 

$7,209,100 

<$2,052,155> 

<$1,321,400> 

$3,373,555 

*  Actual  Expenditure 

JOBS  CREATED 

Up  to  990  jobs  will  be  created  by  design,  manufacture,  and  construction  of  this  project. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $  46,046,400 

PROJECT  STATUS 
All  facilities  are  either  in  design  or  construction  with  project  completion  anticipated  in  June  of  1997. 
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EASTERN  MUNICIRAL  WATER  DISTRICT 
n.84-984  CONTRACT  NO  2-07-WD28r 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CHINO  BASIN  DESALINATION  PROeJECT 

WITNESS 

NEIL  CLINE,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  SANTA  ANA  WATERSHED  PROJECT 
AUTHORITY 

Ms.  Tennis.  Santa  Ana  Watershed  Project  Authority  has  Neil 
Cline,  general  manager,  representing  them. 

Mr.  Cline.  Grood  afternoon.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Com- 
mittee, on  behalf  of  the  Santa  Ana  Watershed  Project  Authority, 
thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  this  request  for  your  con- 
tinued Federal  assistance  in  the  construction  of  our  desalting  plant. 

Our  desalting  systems  will  be  constructed  and  will  be  operating 
to  protect  the  area's  groundwater  resources  from  further  deteriora- 
tion, to  protect  the  surface  flows  of  the  Santa  Ana  River  from  deg- 
radation, and  to  enable  us  to  enter  an  active  conjunctive  use  pro- 
gram. The  plan  will  be  about — will  produce  8,000  acre-feet  a  year, 
enough  water  for  40,000  people,  being  served  to  local  communities. 
We  are  salvaging  an  accumulation  of  dairy  waste  that  has  been  a 
problem  for  many,  many,  many  years. 

The  construction  of  the  facility  will  be  funded  by  an  approved 
loan  to  the  USBR's  Small  Reclamation  Project  Loan  program.  It  is 
an  extremely  important  project  to  us,  and  with  your  help,  we  will 
get  it  done. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Cline  follows:! 
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United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Committee,  on  behalf  of  the  Santa  Ana  Watershed  Project 
Authority  (SAWPA),  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  this  request  for  continuing 
Federal  assistance  in  the  construction  of  the  Chino  Basin  Desalination  System.  SAWPA  is 
a  joint  powers  agency  composed  of  Chino  Basin  Municipal  Water  District,  Eastern  Municipal 
Water  District,  Orange  County  Water  District,  San  Bernardino  Valley  Municipal  Water  District, 
and  Western  Municipal  Water  District.  These  five  agencies,  serving  over  4.0  million  people, 
are  responsible  for  managing  the  water  resources  of  the  Santa  Ana  River  in  San  Bernardino, 
Riverside,  and  Orange  Counties  in  Southern  California. 

The  Chino  Basin  Desalination  Program  is  the  centerpiece  of  a  regional  plan  to  protect  water 
quality  objectives  in  the  region  and  to  extend  the  use  of  local  water  resources  to  satisfy 
existing  and  future  water  supply  requirements.  The  Chino  Groundwater  Basin,  an  area  of 
about  220  square  miles,  is  located  upstream  of  densely  populated  Orange  County.  Water 
quality  in  the  region  is  degrading  due  to  historic  and  ongoing  agricultural  activities.  Irrigation 
drainage  over  the  past  100  years  has  deposited  high  concentrations  of  salt  and  nitrates  in  the 
soil  and  groundwater.  At  the  present  time  there  are  over  300,000  dairy  cattle  concentrated 
on  15,000  acres  of  land  in  the  basin.  It  is  estimated  that  the  dairy  operations,  despite  strong 
efforts  to  manage  quality  issues,  contribute  as  much  as  27,000  tons  of  salt  annually  to  the 
groundwater  supplies  in  the  area.  Municipal  water  wells  in  the  communities  of  Norco,  Jurupa, 
City  of  Chino,  and  the  City  of  Chino  Hills  have  been  abandoned  due  to  salt  and  nitrate 
contamination.  It  has  been  determined  that  if  left  unchecked  the  salt  and  nitrates  will  further 
degrade  local  groundwater,  jeopardizing  over  50%  of  the  basin's  supply,  and  that  downstream 
water  resources  in  Orange  County  are  equally  threatened. 

The  Chino  Desalination  System  is  being  constructed  and  will  be  operated  to  protect  the  areas 
groundwater  resources  from  further  deterioration,  to  protect  the  surface  flows  of  the  Santa 
Ana  River  from  degradation,  and  to  facilitate  expanded  conjunctive  use  of  imported  and  local 
water  supply.  The  project  will  extract  and  desalt  about  1 0,000  acre-feet  per  year  of  salt  laden, 
brackish  groundwater  from  the  Chino  Basin.  Demineralization  will  be  accomplished  by 
installing  a  desalting  plant  designed  to  produce  8.0  million  gallons  per  day  of  potable  water 
for  use  in  nearby  cities  and  on  local  farms.  The  desalters  will  be  supplied  poor  quality  water 
from  extraction  wells,  carefully  located  to  intercept  the  sub-surface  migration  of  contaminated 
water.  Approximately  14,000  tons  of  salts  will  be  removed  from  the  basin  annually  by  this 
operation.  The  process  of  salt  removal  will  produce  a  heavy  saline  brine  reject  which  will  be 
transported  from  the  basin  in  a  non-reclaimable  waste  line  and  receive  additional  treatment 
prior  to  ocean  disposal. 
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The  estimated  cost  of  constructing  the  desalting  plant  and  appurtenant  features  is 
$46,500,000.  SAWPA  has  been  successful  in  acquiring  a  low  interest  loan  from  the  State  of 
California  under  its  Agricultural  Drainage  Water  Management  Loan  Program  in  the  amount 
of  $13,300,000.  The  Bureau  has  approved  a  $33,200,000  loan  for  the  Authority  through  its 
PL  84-984  Small  Reclamations  Project  Act  Program.  We  have  received  one  installment  of 
$900,000  in  FY  1995  in  Bureau  funding  and  anticipate  a  second  allocation  of  $1 .0  million  in 
FY  1996.  We  respectfully  request  that  the  Committee  continue  your  support  of  the  Bureau's 
loan  program  so  that  we  will  be  able  to  successfully  complete  this  desalting  project  which  is 
so  vital  to  our  region.  The  loans  from  the  State  and  Federal  govemment  will  be  repaid  from 
proceeds  derived  by  marketing  the  desalted  water  to  local  communities,  who  to  meet  their 
increasing  demands,  will  otherwise  be  forced  to  depend  upon  imported  supply  from  Northern 
California,  conveyed  by  the  State's  Department  of  Water  Resources  from  the  Sacramento- 
San  Joaquin  Delta  to  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southem  California.  The  project  has 
the  support  of  local  water  jurisdictions,  the  local  and  State  Water  Quality  Control  agencies, 
local  agricultural  interests  and  the  Metropolitan  Water  District.  To  date,  SAWPA  has  invested 
$7.5  million  in  design  and  rights-of-way  acquisition.  Construction  is  expected  to  begin  this  fall 
and  the  plant  is  planned  to  be  on-line  in  November  1997. 

The  benefits  of  this  important  program  are: 

1 .  Protection  of  local  ground  and  surface  water  supplies. 

2.  Protecting  the  environment  from  continued  salinity  degradation. 

3.  Assuring  the  long-range  viability  of  agriculture  in  the  region. 

4.  Providing  additional  water  in  an  area  of  water  scarcity. 

5.  Providing  as  many  as  1,000  design  and  construction  jobs  in  an  area  where 
unemployment  remains  among  the  highest  in  the  United  States. 

6.  Reducing  the  demand  for  water  from  the  State's  Delta  area  in  Northem 
California. 

Your  continuing  support  of  this  program  will  be  greatly  appreciated  by  local  and  regional  water 
resource  agencies  and  the  people  they  serve. 

Thank  you. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
TEMESCAL  VALLEY  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

MARK  THOMAN,  TREASURER,  ELSINORE  VALLEY  MUNICIPAL  WATER 
DISTRICT 

Ms.  Tennis.  From  the  Elsinore  Valley  Municipal  Water  District, 
Mark  Thoman,  Treasurer. 

Mr.  Thoman.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  I  appre- 
ciate the  opportunity  to  address  the  committees  regarding  the 
Temescal  Valley  Project. 

Our  project  was  approved  by  the  Bureau  back  in  1995,  and  they 
have  had  funding  during  1995  and  1996.  We  are  requesting  contin- 
ued funding  through  fiscal  year  of  1997  of  $2  million.  Design  for 
the  project  is  near  completion  and  construction  should  start  in  the 
third  phase  of  this  year. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  time  to  be  here.  Our  stuff  is  on  file 
here. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  I  like  that.  Our  stuff  is  on  file. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Thoman  follows:] 
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P  O  Box  3000 

31315  Chaney  Street 

Lake  Elsinore,  CA  92531-3000 

Elsinore  Valley  Municipal  Water  District         Fax:  <909)  674-9872 


United  States  Senate 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Honorable  Pete  V.  Domenici.  Chairmem 

United  Stated  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Honorable  John  Myers.  Chairman 

March  6,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  Treasurer  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  Elsinore  Valley 
Municipal  Water  District,  Lake  Elsinore.  California,  I  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  address  the  Appropriations  Committees  regarding  the 
Temescal  Valley  Project.  The  Temescal  Valley  Project  is  a  public  works 
water  project  which  is  being  sponsored  by  Elsinore  Valley  Municipal  Water 
District  to  develop  and  manage  loced  water  resources  and  to  improve  the 
economy  of  western  Riverside  County  and  southern  California. 

The  importance  of  this  project  as  we  plan  for  the  next  century  cannot  be 
overstated.  It  will  ensure  the  ability  of  the  District  to  meet  the  growing 
water  requirements  of  an  expanding  population  in  southern  California  while 
preserving  the  existing  water  resources  on  which  agriculture  has  relied  for 
over  a  century.  The  project  has  been  conceived  in  a  manner  which  will 
keep  impacts  to  the  environment  to  an  absolute  minimum.  Approximately 
6.000  acres  of  citrus  are  under  production  in  this  area.  Much  of  the  crop  is 
exported  to  trading  partners  in  the  Pacific  Rim.  which  has  a  positive  effect 
on  the  beilance  of  trade  with  these  countries. 

The  Elsinore  Valley  Municipcil  Water  District's  Temescal  Valley  Project  was 
funded  $600,000  in  the  1995  Federal  budget  and  has  been  allocated  $1.4 
million.  Including  the  Treasury  Department's  portion  for  1996.  Design  for 
the  project  is  near  completion  and  it  is  anticipated  that  construction  will 
start  In  the  latter  part  of  the  third  quarter  of  1996. 

In  accordance  with  the  funding  and  allocation  projects  agreed  to  by  the 
NWRA  Committee,  it  is  requested  that  support  be  given  for  $2  million, 
including  both  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  Treasury  shares  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997  budget.  This  will  allow  Elsinore  Valley  Municipzil  Water  District 
to  continue  the  Temescal  Valley  construction  through  budget  year  1997. 


Thank  you 


Mark  Th<6m£ 

TreasurerrDOeU-d  of  Directors, 

Elsinore  Valley  Municipal  Water  District 
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Ms.  Tennis.  West  Basin  Municipal  Water  District,  Richard 
Atwater,  General  Manager. 

Mr.  Atwater.  I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Congressman 
Fazio.  I  will  be  brief. 

We  have  been  in — since  fiscal  year  1994,  you  have  ftinded  our 
projects  for  the  West  and  Central  Basins.  To  date,  we  have  spent 
about  $200  million  on  our  water  recycling  projects;  we  receive  $20 
million  in  Federal  grant  funds,  and  of  course,  what  we  would  like 
to  do  is  see  the  remaining  25  percent  cost  share  from  the  Federal 
Government. 

This  is  a  case  where  we  advanced  the  money.  We  built  the 
projects.  We  have  been  on  line  for  the  last  year. 

Congressman  Fazio  has  visited  our  facility  south  of  LAX.  I  think 
it  has  been  a  great  success.  Refineries  like  Chevron  and  Mobil  are 
on  the  line,  and  we  just  ask  respectfully  that  the  continued  funding 
this  year  will  achieve  our  goal  of  the  Federal  Government  meeting 
its  match,  and  we  will  complete  our  goal,  as  Congressman  Horn 
and  Jane  Harman  indicated,  to  drought-proof  L.A.  County  and  ben- 
efit many  other  areas  of  the  State.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Fazio.  All  of  us  up  north  like  you  guys'  recycling  your  water, 
and  we  want  to  help.  We  should. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Interesting. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

ORANGE  COUNTY  REGIONAL  WATER  RECLAMATION 

PROJECT 

WITNESS 

ROBERT  BEIN,  ORANGE  COUNTY  BUSINESS  COUNCIL,  ON  BEHALF  OF 
ORANGE  COUNTY  WATER  DISTRICT 

Ms.  Tennis.  For  the  Orange  County  Water  District,  Robert  Bein, 
Orange  County  Business  Council. 

Mr.  Bein.  Thank  you.  First  of  all,  I  wonder  if  it  would  be  pos- 
sible, Mr.  Chairman,  to  get  cardboard  cutouts  of  you  and  Mr.  Bevill 
for  the  years  ahead  so  that  we  could  derive  the  courage  to  testify 
here,  due  to  your  courtesy  and  encouragement  over  the  years.  We 
really  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  are  in  capable  hands  for  the  future.  Thank  you, 
though. 

Mr.  Bein.  I  am  here  representing  the  thirsty  people  and  busi- 
nesses of  Orange  County  as  Chairman  of  the  Water  Resources  Edu- 
cation Committee  for  the  Orange  County  Business  Council  and  as 
CEO  of  Robert  Bein,  William  Frost  &  Associates.  I  am  here  to  tes- 
tify on  the  new  state-of-the-art  water  supply  project  called  the  Or- 
ange County  Regional  Water  Reclamation  Project. 

I  am  sure  that  all  of  you,  after  what  you  have  heard  today,  are 
very  much  aware  of  the  water  situation  in  California  and  the  fact 
that  derivation  of  new  sources  of  water  are  critical  to  the  future  for 
our  businesses  and  our  people.  Here  we  have  a  project  that  does 
exactly  that.  It  is  new.  It  is  state-of-the-art.  It  is  cost-effective.  It 
is  environmentally  enhancing.  It  is  a  reliable  local  water  project, 
and  it  will  supply  regional  water  because  of  its  ability  to  treat  sew- 
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age  and  put  it  into  an  underground  water  basin  in  the  Santa  Ana 
River,  which  would  then  be  used  as  potable  water  downstream. 

What  we  are  requesting  is  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  fund 
$600,000  for  this  year's  appropriation  for  the  project  as  phase  one 
of  the  $170  million  project,  and  the  project  that  will  provide  water 
in  a  state-of-the-art  manner  in  the  future. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you  so  much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Bein  follows:] 
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United  States  House  or  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Tiie  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 


My  name  is  Bob  Bein.  I  am  representative  of  the  Orange  County  Business  Council,  serving  as 
Chairman  of  the  Water  Resources  Committee,  and  CEO  of  Robert  Bein,  William  Frost  & 
Associates. 

I  am  here  to  testify  for  the  Orange  County  Water  District's  new  innovative  project  called  the 
Orange  County  Regional  Water  Reclamation  Project  (OCR).  As  you  are  aware,  California's 
water  supply  is  becoming  increasingly  unreliable,  and  in  an  attempt  to  develop  a  new,  cost- 
effective,  reliable  local  water  supply  the  water  district  is  evaluating  a  large-scale  reclamation 
project  that  will  produce  reclaimed  water  primarily  for  groundwater  recharge. 

This  project  will  be  staged  to  produce  100,000  acre-feet  per  year  of  new  water  supplies,  which 
will  increase  water  reliability  for  the  entire  region.  It  will  incorporate  the  newest  and  most 
advanced  water  treatment  technologies  to  produce  water  of  improved  quality  at  a  competitive 
rate. 

I  respectfully  request  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee  to  support  this  project 
with  $600,000  funding  towards  phase  one  of  this  $170  million  dollar  project. 
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United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 


Abstract 

California's  water  supply  is  becoming  increasingly  unreliable,  and  investments  to  make 
water  more  reliable  must  be  seriously  investigated.  In  this  arid  region  of  Southern 
California,  reclaimed  water  is  the  only  "new"  source  on  the  horizon. 

The  Orange  County  Water  District,  together  with  the  County  Sanitation  Districts  of 
Orange  County,  are  exploring  the  feasibility  of  building  a  water  reclamation  project 
that  would  produce  up  to  123  million  mVyear  (100,000  afy)  of  highly  treated 
wastewater,  using  the  latest  and  most  advanced  technological  processes  available. 

Introduction 

In  response  to  projections  of  future  droughts  and  water  shortages,  local  water 
agencies,  including  the  Orange  County  Water  District  (OCWD)  have  been  evaluating 
alternatives  for  increasing  local  water  supplies.  According  to  the  Metropolitan  Water 
District  of  Southern  California  (MWD),  the  imported  water  agency  serving  neariy  16 
million  citizens  in  Southern  California,  the  region  needs  to  develop  approximately 
1 .4  billion  m'  ( 1 . 1  million  AF)  of  new  water  supplies  by  the  year  2000  to  sustain  the 
region  during  prolonged  drought  conditions. 

In  an  attempt  to  develop  a  new,  cost-effective,  reliable  local  water  supply,  OCWD  and 
the  County  Sanitation  Districts  of  Orange  County  (CSDOC)  are  jointly  evaluating  a 
large-scale  reclamation  project  that  will  produce  reclaimed  water  primarily  for 
groundwater  recharge. 
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Wastewater  Reclamation 

OCWD  is  a  pioneer  in  the  use  of  treated  wastewater  for  augmenting  local  supplies. 
OCWD  and  CSDOC  have  been  successfully  working  together  on  reclaimed  water 
projects  since  1975,  beginning  with  Water  Factory  21,  and  more  recently  with  the 
Green  Acres  Project,  initially  completed  in  1991. 

Water  Factory  21  is  an  important  part  of  OCWD's  approach  to  reducing  dependency 
on  imported  water.  The  Water  Factory  treats  secondary  effluent  using  lime 
recalcination,  multimedia  filtration,  carbon  adsorption,  disinfection,  and  reverse 
osmosis.  The  product  water  is  blended  with  deep  well  water  and  injected  into  the 
groundwater  basin  to  maintain  a  hydraulic  barrier  against  seawater  intrusion.  The 
quality  of  the  injected  water  has  consistently  met  or  exceeded  regulatory  agency 
requirements. 

The  Green  Acres  Project  currently  delivers  4  1  million  mVyr  (3,300  afy)  of  reclaimed 
water  to  28  end-user  sites.  The  water  is  treated  to  meet  Title  22  requirements  for 
agricultural  and  landscape  irrigation,  and  industrial  uses.  OCWD  plans  to  extend  the 
service  reach  of  the  project  and  increase  production  to  6.2  million  mVyr  (5,000  afy)- 

Wastewater  reclamation  has  proven  to  be  economically  and  technically  feasible,  and 
has  gained  widespread  support.  While  imported  water  prices  have  risen,  advance- 
ments in  treatment  technologies  have  made  wastewater  reclamation  more  cost 
effective. 

The  OCR  Project 

OCWD  and  CSDOC  are  exploring  the  feasibility  of  building  an  innovative  reclaimed 
water  project  that  would  treat  secondary  treated  wastewater  at  a  cost  competitive 
with  other  alternative  water  sources    Orange  County  Regional  Water  Reclamation 
Project  (OCR  Project)  water  will  be  primarily  dedicated  to  groundwater  recharge. 

Consistent  with  its  commitment  of  improving  and  promoting  new  treatment 
technologies  for  purifying  treated  wastewater,  OCWD  will  incorporate  various 
emerging  advanced  technologies,  such  as  microfiltration  (MF),  reverse  osmosis  (RO) 
and  ultrafiltration  (UF),  to  remove  virus  and  bacteria,  total  dissolved  solids  and  total 
organic  carbon. 

The  proposed  project  would  convey  the  highly  treated  water  21  km  (13  miles)  along 
the  Santa  Ana  River  via  a  pipeline  1.83  meters  (6  ft)  in  diameter.  The  pipeline  would 
distribute  the  water  in  OCWD's  6.5  km^  (1600  acres)  of  existing  groundwater 
recharge  facilities  in  Anaheim.    Alignment  with  the  river  would  be  less  costly  and 
would  minimize  environmental  impacts. 
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In  addition,  the  pipeline  will  travel  through  the  center  of  industrial  Orange  County. 
OCR  Project  water  could  be  plumbed  to  distribute  water  for  landscape  irrigation  and 
for  use  by  water-reliant  industries  along  the  corridor. 

The  OCR  Project  would  be  developed  in  three  phases.  As  envisioned,  the  project 
would  produce  61.7  million  m'/jrr  (50,000  afy)  in  the  year  2000  and  would  increase 
in  increments  to  between  92  million  mVyr  (75,000  afy)  and  123  million  m'/yr 
(100,000  afy)  by  the  year  2020.    The  reclaimed  water  would  provide  a  supply  to 
OCWD's  existing  recharge  basins  during  most  months  of  the  year,  increasing  water 
reliability  in  the  region. 

New  Technologies 

Microfiltration  and  Ultrafiltration  offer  the  potential  for  improved  pretreatment  for  the 
reverse  osmosis  process.  A  fiiU-scale  MF  test  unit  in  operation  at  OCWD  filters 
32-L/s  (500  gpm)  of  secondary  treated  wastewater  using  a  90  cylindrical  modular 
system.  Currently,  the  OCR  Project  is  considering  a  treatment  train  consisting  of  MF 
as  a  pretreatment  process  for  RO  (Figure  1). 
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MF  will  remove  bacteria  and  virus,  while  RO  would  remove  carbons,  salts,  ions  and 
even  atomic  radii.  Sodium  hyperchloride  or  ultraviolet  filtration,  new  disinfection 
methods,  would  be  employed  as  opposed  to  standard  chlorine  disinfection. 

MF  uses  pressurized  capsules  containing  18,000  hollow-fiber  polypropylene 
membranes,  0.6  millimeters  in  diameter  on  the  outside.  The  MF  cylinders  are  four- 
feet  long  and  four  inches  in  diameter. 

The  filter  process  works  as  pressure  is  applied  to  the  water  entering  the  cylinders, 
forcing  it  through  the  walls  of  the  hollow  fibers.  Contaminants  accumulate  on  the 
outside  surface  of  the  fibers,  while  the  filtered  water  passes  through  the  walls  and 
collects  inside  the  0.2  millimeter  diameter  area. 
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The  OCWD  test  unit  removes  contaminants  at  30  minute  intervals  with  a  gaseous 
backwash,  and  the  membranes  are  cleaned  periodically  with  a  2  percent  sodium 
hydroxide,  containing  various  surfactants  and  chelating  agents. 

RO  membranes  of  the  thin  film  composite  low  pressure-high  rejection  type  (TFC)  will 
also  be  evaluated  by  OCWD  for  both  treatment  reliability  and  cost  effectiveness. 
Manufacturers  are  currently  developing  new  RO  units  that  would  require  less 
operating  pressure  while  maintaining  their  superior  treatment  capabilities. 

Water  Factory  21,  which  has  a  18,900  m'  (5  mgd)  RO  system,  has  experienced 
improvements  in  RO  membrane  rejection  rates  and  a  reduction  in  feed  pressure  and 
costs  since  the  project  began  in  1975  using  the  cellulose  acetate  (CA)  membranes. 
However,  The  TFC  membranes  require  even  less  pressure,  690-1,242  kPa 
(100  -  180  psi),  compared  to  1,553  kPa  (225  psi),  and  outperform  the  CA  membranes 
with  a  higher  rejection  percentage. 

Water  Ouality 

In  addition  to  improved  water  reliability  and  efficiency,  the  OCR  Project  also  offers 
water  quality  benefits.  The  quality  of  this  reclaimed  wastewater  would  meet  all  health 
standards  required  by  the  State  Department  of  Health  Services,  and  will  be  even  better 
than  the  quality  of  Santa  Ana  River  water  currently  received  from  up-stream 
dischargers  for  recharge. 

The  current  recharge  supplies  for  the  Orange  County  groundwater  basin  are  84 
percent  upstream  treated  wastewater  discharges  and  storm  flows,  and  approximately 
16  percent  rising  groundwater  and  MWD  imported  supplies.  In  terms  of  total 
dissolved  solids,  total  organic  carbon  and  turbidity,  OCR  Project  water  is  expected  to 
be  of  better  or  equal  quality  than  the  existing  recharge  supplies  (Figures  2  and  3). 
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As  part  of  the  planning  process  for  the  OCR  Project,  OCWD  is  currently  coordinating 
with  the  regulatory  and  scientific  communities  on  a  three-year  effort  to  conduct  the 
Santa  Ana  River  Water  Quality  and  Health  Effects  Study.  The  Study  contains  several 
components,  including  hydrogeological  investigations,  chemical  characterization, 
microbial  characterization,  toxicological  studies,  an  epidemiological  study,  chemical 
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transport  and  removal,  health  risk  assessment,  and  the  establishment  of  a  health  effects 
advisory  panel. 

This  study,  already  underway,  will  help  OCWD  determine  the  safety  of  existing 
recharge  operations,  evaluate  potential  impacts  of  reclaimed  water  on  the 
groundwater  basin  and  generate  the  necessary  information  for  regulatory  approval. 

Costs 

Based  on  the  preferred  treatment  train,  capital  costs  for  Phase  I  of  the  OCR  Project 
are  estimated  at  $151.0  to  $176.5  million,  in  1995  dollars.  Phase  II  is  estimated  to  be 
at  $52.9  to  $65.5  million  for  capital  costs. 

Because  the  OCR  Project  is  being  evaluated  to  include  emerging  technologies  and 
maximize  OCWD's  current  recharge  capabilities,  without  requiring  any  additional  land 
purchases,  the  project  is  expected  to  produce  water  at  a  competitive  rate. 

The  Phase  I  unit  cost  would  vary  depending  upon  the  level  of  treatment  necessary  to 
comply  with  regulatory  requirements,  Federal  grant  funding  and  the  MWD  Local 
Projects  incentive  contribution.  The  unit  cost  is  estimated  to  range  between  $0.35  m^ 
($448  AF)  and  $0.54  m*  ($660  AF).  Compared  to  projected  imported  water  costs 
($574  AF),  ocean  desalination  ($1300  -  $2000  AF)  and  nonpotable  recycled  water 
($590  -  $890  AF),  the  unit  costs  of  producing  the  OCR  Project  are  competitive. 

Conclusion 

Implementation  of  the  OCR  Project  will  allow  the  northern  and  central  Orange 
County  area  to  increase  its  use  of  local  water  supplies,  alleviate  the  effects  of  dry 
years,  and  reduce  its  reliance  on  imported  water  sources.  The  coordinated  effort  of  all 
agencies  committed  to  this  project,  along  with  the  advancements  in  treatment 
technologies,  will  bring  reclaimed  water  for  potable  use  one  step  closer  to  reality. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

SAN  DIEGO  AREA  RECLAMATION  AND  REUSE— 
ESCONDIDO  WATER  RECLAMATION  PROJECT 

WITNESS 
JERRY  C.  HARMON,  COUNCIL  MEMBER,  CITY  OF  ESCONDIDO 

Ms.  Tennis.  From  the  City  of  Escondido,  Jerry  C.  Harmon,  Coun- 
cil Member. 

Mr.  Harmon.  And  if  I  may,  I  would  like  to  introduce  Ralph 
Gunnarson,  our  Assistant  City  Manager. 

I  want  to  say  thanks  to  members  of  the  subcommittee,  special 
thanks  to  Chairman  Myers,  Ranking  Democrat  Bevill,  and  to  mem- 
bers of  the  California  delegation  Riggs  and  Fazio. 

With  your  support,  our  project  is  under  way  and  a  major  portion 
of  it  will  be  started  this  summer.  We  are  working  with  State  and 
Federal  officials,  together  with  the  City  of  San  Diego,  to  explore 
uses  of  this  water  for — potentially  for  potable  purposes.  We  would 
not  be  in  this  position  without  your  support,  and  we  want  to  let 
you  know  we  appreciate  it.  The  priority  you  place  on  our  project, 
together  with  the  continuing  priority  of  the  State  of  California,  is 
most  welcome  to  the  citizens  of  this  desert  that  we  call  northern 
San  Diego  County. 

In  closing,  let  me  express  my  personal  appreciation  to  you,  Mr. 
Chairman — and  to  Mr.  Bevill,  even  in  his  absence,  for  the  record — 
for  the  30  years  you  have  given  to  your  country  and  the  20  years 
you  have  devoted  to  the  Nation's  energy  and  water  needs.  We  ap- 
preciate it  and  we  recognize  it.  Godspeed  in  your  future  endeavors, 
and  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  didn't  say  something  philosophical  in  the 
process  of  closing. 

Remember  there  are  only  three  things  that  we  can  do  in  the 
process  of  making  decisions.  We  can  do  them  either  out  of  fear, 
anger  or  love.  And  I  suspect  you  are  all  making  decisions  out  of 
love.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  the  kind  words. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Harmon  follows:] 
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Good  morning  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee.  I  am  Jerry  Harmon, 
City  Council  Member  and  former  Mayor  of  Escondido,  California.  I  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you  again  this  year  in  support  of  funding  for  the  Escondido 
Water  Reclamation  Program.  I  would  like  to  thank  the  subcommittee,  in  particular  you, 
Mr.  Chairman,  former  Chairman  Bevill,  and  Mr.  Fazio  for  the  support  you  have  shown  the 
program  in  each  of  the  last  three  appropriations  bills.  I  also  would  offer  a  special  thank 
you  to  Mr.  Myers  and  Mr.  Bevill  for  your  30  years  of  dedicated  public  service  in  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives  and  20  years  on  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water 
Development.  You  each  deserve  recognition  for  your  tireless  efforts  in  improving  the 
lives  of  millions  of  Americans. 

The  Escondido  Water  Reclamation  Program  is  a  key  component  of  San  Diego  County's 
comprehensive  regional  water  management  plan.  The  Escondido  Water  Reclamation 
Program  will  provide  as  much  as  4.2  billion  gallons  per  year  of  reclaimed  water  to 
residents  of  the  City  of  Escondido  and  surrounding  communities  in  San  Diego  County. 
Those  expected  to  participate  in  the  program  include  the  cities  of  Escondido,  San  Diego, 
and  Poway;  and  the  Olivenhain  Municipal  Water  District  and  the  Rincon  del  Diablo 
Municipal  Water  District  (MWD). 

Escondido  already  has  started  construction  on  a  distribution  system  to  deliver  one  billion 
gallons  per  year  of  reclaimed  water  to  users  in  Escondido  and  the  Rincon  del  Diablo 
MWD.    Initial  users  will  include  public  schools  and  parks,  private  nurseries,  public 
buildings,  public  and  private  golf  courses,  homeowners  associations,  manufacturers, 
roadway  landscaping,  and  agricultural  customers. 
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The  Escondido  Water  Reclamation  Program  has  received  federal  funding  for  three 
consecutive  years  for  a  total  federal  contribution  of  $2.22  million.  With  this  federal 
support,  we  have  made  significant  strides  with  the  program.  These  activities  include: 

•  completion  of  construction  drawings  and  specifications  for  both  plant  and 
distribution  systems; 

•  EIS  approval; 

•  partial  construction  of  distribution  pipelines  to  deliver  future  reclaimed  water; 

•  research  projects  on  potential  agricultural  applications  of  reclaimed  water, 
intermittent  live  stream  discharge,  on-site  reclamation  retrofit  design,  and  brine 
discharge. 

In  addition,  this  summer  we  will  break  ground  on  a  major  part  of  our  project  that  will 
feature  an  1 8  million  gallon  per  day  water  reclamation  facility  at  the  city's  existing 
secondary  treatment  facility,  the  Hale  Avenue  Resource  Recover)'  Facility. 

Along  with  your  support,  Escondido  city  officials  have  enjoyed  a  cooperative  and  close 
working  relationship  with  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  Our  program  was  included  in 
the  President's  FY  1996  budget  request,  and  we  believe  we  will  again  have  the  support  of 
the  Bureau  in  FY  1997. 

I  also  think  it  is  important  to  demonstrate  the  broad  support  the  Escondido  Water 
Reclamation  Program,  as  part  of  the  San  Diego  Area  Water  Reclamation  Project,  has 
receivedrTocal  and  state  officials  who,  on  a  daily  basis,  live  with  the  water  concerns  and 
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needs  in  southern  California  have  been  forthright  with  their  support  of  the  Escondido 
program.  The  San  Diego  County  Water  Authority  again  this  year  has  placed  great 
importance  on  the  continued  progress  of  the  San  Diego  Area  Water  Reclamation  Project. 

At  the  state  level,  the  California  Water  Commission  again  has  identified  the  Escondido 
program  on  its  list  of  recommended  programs.  The  Commission  has  recommended  an 
appropriations  of  $18  million  for  FY  1997  which,  with  last  year's  $9  million  request 
demonstrates  their  continued  strong  support  for  the  San  Diego  /Vrea  Water  Reclamation 
Project. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  respectfully  ask  for  your  continued 
support  for  this  long-term  solution  to  San  Diego  County's  waste  water  and  reclaimed 
water  needs. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
SAN  DIEGO  AREA  WATER  RECLAMATION  PROGRAM 

WITNESS 
VALERIE  STALLINGS,  VICE  MAYOR,  CITY  OF  SAN  DIEGO 

Ms.  Tennis.  From  the  City  of  San  Diego,  Valerie  Stallings, 
Mayor. 

Ms.  Stallings.  No. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Vice  Mayor.  Excuse  me. 

Ms.  Stallings.  No.  Our  mayor  would  not  be  happy  to  have  me 
called  Mayor. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Sorry.  I  am  sure  she  wouldn't. 

Ms.  Stallings.  Thank  you.  It  is  appropriate,  as  a  grand  niece  of 
the  Speaker  of  the  House,  Sam  Rayburn,  that  I  am  here  testifying 
today;  and  I  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Fazio.  It 
is  good  to  see  you. 

The  City  of  San  Diego,  with  only  nine  inches  of  annual  rainfall, 
provides  water  service  as  well  as  wastewater  collection,  treatment 
and  disposal  service  to  a  growing  metropolitan  area  of  almost  two 
million  people.  The  city  imports  over  90  percent  of  its  water  supply 
from  the  Colorado  River  and  Northern  California  sources,  as  Mr. 
Fazio  well  knows. 

Because  it  is  essential  that  we  become  more  independent,  we 
have  begun  a  multipronged,  long-term  effort  to  reduce  regional  de- 
pendency on  these  imported  water  supplies.  Upon  completion  of  our 
reclamation  projects,  the  city  will  have  an  estimated  $1  billion  of 
capital  investment  in  this  program. 

As  you  can  imagine,  these  costs  represent  a  heavy  financial  bur- 
den for  the  city  to  bear  alone;  and  as  elected  officials,  you  know 
how  hard  it  is  to  raise  rates.  So  your  support  for  Federal  participa- 
tion will  help  make  our  innovative  water  supply  program  a  reality. 

As  a  first  prong  in  our  plan,  San  Diego  is  undertaking  a  regional 
water  reclamation  program  which  will  ultimately  provide  over  8.6 
billion  gallons  of  reclaimed  water  annually.  Our  first  facility  will  be 
completed  at  the  end  of  1996. 

Before  I  was  elected  to  office,  I  worked  for  20  years  as  a  cancer 
researcher  at  the  Salk  Institute  for  Biological  Studies.  I  can  there- 
fore appreciate  being  part  of  San  Diego's  cutting-edge  technology, 
and  that  brings  us  to  the  second  prong  of  our  plan. 

The  city's  water  repurification  project  will  use  that  San  Diego-de- 
veloped cutting-edge  technology  to  treat  6.5  billion  gallons  of  re- 
claimed water,  purifying  it  and  bringing  it  up  to  drinking  water 
standards.  These  two  programs,  reclamation  and  repurifying,  rep- 
resent greater  than  10  percent  of  the  current  regional  needs.  These 
programs  make  both  environmental  and  economic  sense. 

Our  water  repurification  program  has  far-reaching  potential  not 
only  for  the  San  Diego  region  and  the  entire  State  of  California, 
but  for  many  other  cities  as  well,  who  will  need  this  technology  in 
the  21st  Century.  Already  scientists  and  engineers  from  all  over 
the  world  have  visited  our  prototype  construction  site,  and  I  invite 
you  to  also  come  and  visit  and  see  at  least  our  wastewater  projects. 

The  Reclamation,  Wastewater  and  Ground  Study  and  Facilities 
Act  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  provide  financial 
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support  for  San  Diego  Water  Reclamation  projects.  The  City  of  San 
Diego  respectfully  requests  the  committee  recommend  appropriat- 
ing funds  in  the  amount  of  $18  million  in  fiscal  year  1997  for  the 
City  of  San  Diego's  Water  Reclamation  program. 

I  would  like  to  leave  you  with  one  last  important  thought:  This 
repurification  program  will  create  drinking  water  from  material 
that  until  this  time  has  simply  been  dumped  in  the  ocean. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  time,  your  patience  and  for  the 
support  that  you  have  already  given  us. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Stallings  follows:] 
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United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 


SAN  DIEGO,  CALIFORNIA 
WATER  RECLAMATION  PROGRAM 


The  City  of  San  Diego  provides  water  service  as  well  as  wastewater  collection,  treatment  and 
disposal  service  to  a  growing  metropolitan  area  of  two  million  people.  The  City  receives  90 
percent  of  its  water  supply  from  Colorado  River  and  northern  California  sources,  hundreds  of 
miles  distant  from  the  City.  Located  at  the  tail  end  of  this  extensive  aqueduct  supply  system, 
San  Diego  is  most  vulnerable  to  outages  or  reductions  in  supplies  from  these  sources.  In 
conjunction  with  its  wholesale  water  supplier,  the  San  Diego  County  Water  Authority,  the  City 
is  engaged  in  a  long-term  effort  to  reduce  regional  reliance  on  imported  water  supplies.  The  San 
Diego  Water  Reclamation  Program  is  critical  to  the  success  of  this  effort. 

The  City  will  have  invested  over  $200  million  in  water  reclamation  facilities  through  this  fiscal 
year,  and  has  programmed  another  $100  million  in  fiscal  year  1997  to  continue  these  efforts. 
Upon  completion  of  the  water  reclamation  and  recycling  projects  in  the  next  20  years,  the  City 
will  have  an  estimated  $1  billion  of  capital  investment  in  this  program.  The  City's  projects 
include  4  new  water  reclamation  plants  with  a  combined  capacity  of  57  million  gallons  per  day 
(construction  of  the  30  mgd  North  City  Water  Reclamation  Plant  is  about  70  percent  completed) 
and  over  100  miles  of  reclaimed  water  distribution  system  pipelines;  an  innovative  water 
repurification  project  to  treat  reclaimed  water  to  a  quality  suitable  for  potable  reuse;  and  a 
groundwater  project  providing  for  conjunctive  use  of  reclaimed  water  and  other  sources  of 
supply. 

Section  1612  of  Public  Law  102-575,  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act,  authorizes 
the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Interior  to  provide  financial  support  for  water  reclamation 
projects  in  the  San  Diego  area.  The  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  authorized  to  participate  in 
the  planning,  design  and  construction  of  water  reclamation  projects  serving  the  San  Diego  area 
at  a  federal  cost-share  of  up  to  25  percent.  Based  on  the  criteria  established  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  regarding  funding  eligibility,  approximately  $70  million  through  this  fiscal  year, 
and  $170  million  of  the  projected  expenditures  through  FY  1997  are  eligible  for  federal  funding. 
Nearly  half  of  the  $1  billion  of  projected  expenditures  over  the  next  20  years  would  be  eligible 
for  the  25  percent  federal  funding. 

These  costs  represent  a  heavy  financial  burden  for  the  City  to  bear  alone.  Federal  participation 
will  help  make  this  innovative  water  supply  program  a  reality.  Therefore,  the  City  of  San  Diego 
respectfully  requests  the  Committee  to  recommend  appropriating  funds  in  the  amount  of  at  least 
$9  million  in  FY  1997  for  the  San  Diego  region  through  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  program. 


SAN  DIEGO  AREA  WATER  RECLAMATION  PROGRAM 

The  San  Diego  Area  Water  Reclamation  Program  is  an  ambitious,  long-term  program  designed 
to  decrease  regional  reliance  on  imported  water  supplies.   The  Program  is  a  cooperative  effort 
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by  the  cities  of  San  Diego,  Escondido,  and  Poway;  the  Otay  Water  District;  the  Padre  Dam 
Municipal  Water  District;  the  Sweetwater  Authority;  the  Tia  Juana  Valley  County  Water 
District;  and  San  Diego  County  Water  Authority.  Together,  these  agencies  have  developed  a 
system  of  interconnected  water  reclamation  projects  that  will  make  the  best  use  of  existing  and 
planned  water  reclamation  facilities  and  result  in  a  cost  effective  and  efficient  use  of  local  water 
resources. 

When  completed,  the  San  Diego  Area  Water  Reclamation  Program  will  serve  an  area  of  more 
than  700  square  miles,  from  the  agricultural  valleys  near  the  City  of  Escondido  in  the  north  to 
the  expanding  business  centers  along  the  international  border  with  Mexico  in  the  south. 
Ultimately,  almost  25  billion  gallons  (75,750  acre-feet)  will  be  added  annually  to  the  region's 
scarce  local  water  supply,  more  than  doubling  the  current  average  local  water  supply.  Facilities 
to  be  constructed  include  up  to  ten  new  or  expanded  water  reclamation  plants,  a  state-of-the-art 
water  repurification  facility,  and  hundreds  of  miles  of  reclaimed  water  delivery  pipeline. 

Implementation  of  the  San  Diego  Area  Water  Reclamation  Program  will  produce  both  economic 
and  environmental  benefits.  The  development  of  local  reclaimed  water  supplies  will  provide 
opportunities  for  environmental  enhancement  projects  within  San  Diego  County  and  reduce  the 
demand  for  imported  water  from  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin  River  Delta,  an  environmentally 
sensitive  water  body  of  national  significance.  The  availability  of  a  reliable  local  water  supply 
is  also  critical  to  the  region's  long-term  economic  health  and  its  ability  to  attract  and  retain 
employers.  In  the  near-term,  construction  of  the  reclamation  facilities  will  stimulate  the  local 
economy  by  creating  jobs  in  construction-related  industries.  After  the  facilities  are  completed, 
many  high-wage,  high-skill  jobs  will  be  created  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  fields. 

Construction  is  already  under  way  for  a  number  of  these  reclamation  facilities.  The  City  of  San 
Diego  has  completed  about  70  percent  of  the  construction  of  its  flagship  reclamation  facility,  the 
North  City  Water  Reclamation  Plant.  While  still  in  the  planning  stages,  the  proposed  Water 
Repurification  Program  could  have  far-reaching  consequences  for  bqth  the  San  Diego  region  and 
the  State  of  California.  This  innovative  water  supply  project  will  treat  reclaimed  water  to  a 
quality  standard  equal  to  that  of  untreated  water  supplies.  The  repurified  water  would  be  stored 
in  a  local  reservoir  for  subsequent  potable  uses.  If  implemented  on  a  wide  scale,  water 
repurification  technology  could  help  to  solve  California's  long-term  water  supply  problem. 

With  an  annual  cost  in  the  range  of  $900-$  1,200  per  acre-foot,  the  San  Diego  Area  Reclamation 
Program  is  competitive  with  the  development  of  new  imported  or  other  local  water  supplies. 
However,  the  level  of  capital  investment  makes  it  a  heavy  financial  burden  for  the  local 
agencies.  The  vast  majority  of  the  capital  costs  would  have  to  be  funded  by  local  ratepayers. 
The  financial  feasibility  of  this  ambitious  water  supply  development  project,  if  funded  solely 
with  local  resources,  is  questionable.  Federal  participation  would  provide  the  means  to  ensure 
the  project  is  constructed  and  the  benefits  realized. 


CITY  OF  SAN  DIEGO  REGIONAL  WATER  RECLAMATION  PROJECT 

The  City  of  San  Diego  is  undertaking  a  regional  water  reclamation  program  which  will 
ultimately  provide  over  8.6  billion  gallons  (26,500  acre-feet)  of  reclaimed  water  annually  to 
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users  within  the  City  of  San  Diego  and  surrounding  communities.  The  proposed  regional 
reclamation  system  will  include  four  new  water  reclamation  plants:  one  in  northern  San  Diego, 
one  in  central  San  Diego,  and  two  in  southern  San  Diego  near  the  international  border  with 
Mexico.  These  water  reclamation  facilities  will  serve  commercial,  industrial  and  residential 
customers  through  a  network  of  over  125  miles  of  distribution  pipeline. 

Northern/Central  Regional  Water  Reclamation  System 

The  City  of  San  Diego  is  scheduled  to  complete  construction  of  its  flagship  reclamation  facility, 
the  30-million-gallon-per-day  (mgd)  North  City  Water  Reclamation  Plant  (North  City  WRP),  in 
1997.  The  North  City  WRP  could  ultimately  provide  over  4.5  billion  gallons  (14,000  acre-feet) 
of  reclaimed  water  annually  to  meet  commercial,  industrial  and  landscape  irrigation  demands  in 
northern  and  central  San  Diego  and  the  southern  portions  of  the  neighboring  City  of  Poway. 
Reclaimed  water  will  be  delivered  to  over  750  user  sites  via  an  extensive  network  of  pump 
stations  and  pipelines.  The  City  of  Poway  has  completed  a  portion  of  its  southern  reclaimed 
water  distribution  system  and  will  complete  the  remaining  portions  of  the  system  in  time  to  take 
deliveries  from  the  North  City  WRP.  Initial  users  will  include  the  internationally  known  Torrey 
Pines  Golf  Course,  Miramar  Naval  Air  Station,  and  CalTrans,  as  well  as  numerous  schools, 
parks,  nurseries  and  residential  homeowner  associations. 

Construction  of  the  North  City  WRP  is  creating  badly  needed  jobs  in  San  Diego's  construction- 
related  industries.  The  City  estimates  that  this  project  alone  will  generate  4,400  job-years  of 
work  for  the  local  community.  Construction  of  the  northern/central  distribution  system  is 
expected  to  generate  an  additional  4,200  job-years  of  work.  After  the  plant  is  completed,  many 
high-wage,  high-skill  jobs  will  be  created  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  fields.  The 
development  of  a  reliable  local  water  supply  will  improve  the  long-term  health  of  the  San  Diego 
economy  by  enhancing  the  region's  ability  to  attract  and  retain  employers. 

A  future  reclamation  plant  is  planned  for  the  commercial  center  of  San  Diego  to  supplement 
reclaimed  water  from  the  North  City  WRP.  The  proposed  8-mgd  Mission  Valley  Water 
Reclamation  Plant  (Mission  Valley  WRP)  could  provide  1.3  billion  gallons  (4,000  acre-feet)  of 
reclaimed  water  annually  for  the  irrigation  of  schools,  parks,  commercial  and  tourist  facilities, 
cemeteries,  nurseries,  golf  courses,  freeway  embankments  and  street  medians.  This 
supplemental  source  of  reclaimed  water  would  allow  the  North  City  WRP  to  serve  new 
customers  in  the  developing  communities  in  northern  San  Diego. 

Southem/Otay  Regional  Water  Reclamation  System 

Construction  of  the  North  City  WRP  will  be  followed  by  the  construction  of  the  7-mgd  South 
Bay  Water  Reclamation  Plant  (South  Bay  WRP)  near  the  international  border  with  Mexico.  This 
area  is  fast  becoming  a  focal  point  for  industrial  and  commercial  development  due  to  its 
proximity  to  Mexico  and  the  opportunities  that  will  arise  with  the  advent  of  the  North  American 
Free  Trade  Agreement.  The  South  Bay  WRP  will  provide  almost  one  billion  gallons  (3, (XX) 
acre-feet)  of  reclaimed  water  annually  to  users  in  southern  San  Diego;  the  Otay  Water  District; 
and  the  cities  of  Chula  Vista,  Imperial  Beach,  and  Coronado.  Reclaimed  water  will  be  delivered 
to  approximately  50  commercial,  industrial,  and  agricultural  user  sites  through  an  interconnected 
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distribution  system.    The  southern  distribution  system  is  scheduled  for  completion  by  2001, 
concurrent  with  the  start-up  of  the  South  Bay  WRP. 

The  estimated  costs  (in   1996  dollars)  for  the  portions  of  the  City  of  San  Diego  Water 
Reclamation  Program  which  are  eligible  for  PL  102-575  federal  funding  are  as  follows: 

Northern/Central  Regional  Water  Reclamation  System 

North  City  WRP  $  46,068,000 

Mission  Valley  WRP  17,040,000 

Northern/Central  San  Diego  Distribution  System  170.273.000 

Subtotal  $233,381,000 

Southem/Otay  Regional  Water  Reclamation  System 

South  Bay  WRP  $  17,213,000 

Southern  San  Diego  Distribution  System  25,901,000 

Otay  Valley  WRP  30.000.000 

Subtotal  $73,114,000 

Total  $306,495,000 


CITY  OF  SAN  DIEGO/SAN  DIEGO  COUNTY  WATER  AUTHORITY  WATER 
REPURmCATION  PROGRAM 

The  City  of  San  Diego  and  the  San  Diego  County  Water  Authority  (SDCWA)  are  planning  to 
use  cutting-edge  technology  to  purify  up  to  6.5  billion  gallons  (20,000  acre-feet)  of  reclaimed 
water  annually  to  a  level  equivalent  to  that  of  existing  imported  water  supplies.  The  Water 
Repurification  Project  is  the  natural  outgrowth  of  a  multi-year  health  effects  study  conducted  by 
the  City  of  San  Diego.  The  health  effects  study  showed  that  the  quality  of  repurified  water  is 
comparable  to  the  quality  of  imported  raw  water  supplies  and  has  no  health  effects. 

The  City  of  San  Diego  and  the  SDCWA  propose  to  construct  a  water  repurification  facility  with 
a  capacity  of  up  to  20-million-gallons-per-day  (mgd)  to  treat  reclaimed  water  from  the  North 
City  Water  Reclamation  Plant.  The  repurified  water  would  be  transported  over  20  miles  to  the 
San  Vicente  Reservoir  for  blending  with  imported  raw  water  supplies.  The  blended  water  would 
eventually  be  conveyed  via  the  existing  El  Monte  Pipeline  to  the  Alvarado  Filtration  Plant. 
There  the  water  would  undergo  additional  filtration  and  disinfection  before  being  introduced  into 
the  City's  potable  water  delivery  system. 

The  City  of  San  Diego  and  the  SDCWA  conducted  a  detailed  feasibility  study  which  indicated 
the  proposed  project  is  both  technically  and  economically  feasible.  The  State  of  California 
Department  of  Health  Services  reviewed  the  feasibility  study  and  conceptually  approved  the 
proposed  project.  A  citizens  advisory  committee  convened  by  the  City  and  the  SDCWA 
concluded  that  there  is  sufficient  information  available  to  establish  the  suitability  of  water 
repurification  as  a  supplement  to  the  San  Diego  region's  water  supply. 
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The  Water  Repurification  Program  is  expected  to  replace  the  less  cost-effective  elements  of  the 
City  of  San  Diego's  proposed  non-potable  distribution  system.  Implementation  of  the  Water 
Repurification  Program  in  combination  with  selected  elements  of  the  non-potable  distribution 
system  would  allow  the  City  to  achieve  the  most  efficient  use  of  water  from  its  North  City 
WRP.  Should  the  Water  Repurification  Program  prove  feasible,  it  could  begin  operation  as 
early  as  2000. 

The  proposed  Water  Repurification  Program  has  potentially  far-reaching  consequences  for  both 
the  San  Diego  region  and  the  State  of  California.  California  has  a  wastewater  stream  of  some 
2.5  to  3  million  acre-feet  per  year,  the  vast  majority  of  which  is  going  unused.  By  providing 
for  the  near  total  recovery  of  this  non-traditional  resource,  the  Water  Repurification  Program 
could  help  to  solve  California's  chronic  water  supply  problem. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  Water  Repurification  Program  in  1996  dollars  is  $1 14,800,000,  which 
includes  $72,800,000  for  the  advanced  water  treatment  facility  and  $42,000,000  for  the 
repurified  water  conveyance  pipeline  and  pump  station.  Cumulative  expenditures  through  fiscal 
year  1997  are  projected  to  total  $17,600,000. 


SAN  PASQUAL  GROUNDWATER  PROJECT 

The  proximity  of  the  San  Pasqual  Groundwater  Basin  to  the  City  of  Escondido's  Hale  Avenue 
Resource  Recovery  Facility  (HARRF)  provides  a  unique  opportunity  for  the  conjunctive  use  of 
reclaimed  water  and  groundwater  supplies.  The  San  Pasqual  Valley,  an  agricultural  preserve 
located  within  the  incorporated  limits  of  San  Diego,  contains  wetland,  riparian  and  other 
sensitive  habitat.  The  world-renowned  San  Diego  Wild  Animal  Park  is  also  located  within  the 
preserve's  boundaries.  The  existing  City  of  San  Diego's  1-mgd  San  Pasqual  Aquaculture  Plant 
provides  reclaimed  water  for  irrigation  purposes  to  agricultural  customers  in  the  Valley  and 
residential  and  commercial  users  in  the  community  of  Rancho  Bernardo. 

The  City  of  San  Diego  proposes  to  construct  a  San  Pasqual  Groundwater  Project  which  will 
recharge  up  to  2.6  billion  gallons  (8,000  acre-feet)  of  reclaimed  water  from  the  HARRF  into  the 
San  Pasqual  Valley  Groundwater  Basin.  The  reclaimed  water  will  blend  with  natural  sources 
of  recharge  and  will  subsequently  be  extracted  and  treated  at  a  5-mgd  reverse-osmosis  facility, 
to  be  located  at  the  San  Pasqual  Aquaculture  Plant  site. 

The  San  Pasqual  Groundwater  Project  will  add  approximately  2.6  billion  gallons  (8,000  acre- 
feet)  to  local  water  supplies.  In  addition  to  the  benefits  derived  from  job  creation  in  the 
construction  and  service  industries,  implementation  of  this  project  will  result  in  the  preservation 
of  sensitive  habitat  and  the  protection  of  a  vital  watershed  area.  Improvement  of  the 
groundwater  quality  in  the  basin  will  also  help  farmers  reliant  on  groundwater  supplies  remain 
economically  viable  and  maintain  the  San  Pasqual  Valley's  agricultural  identity. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  City  of  San  Diego  San  Pasqual  Groundwater  Project  in  1996  dollars 
is  nearly  $47  million. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

WATER  REPLENISHMENT  DISTRICT  OF  SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA  RECYCLED  WATER  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

ROBERT  GOLDSWORTHY,  DIRECTOR,  WATER  REPLENISHMENT  DIS- 
TRICT OF  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA 

Ms.  Tennis.  From  the  Water  Replenishment  District  of  Southern 
CaHfomia,  Robert  Goldsworthy,  Director. 

Mr.  GrOLDSWORTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  I 
would  like  to  introduce  Jeff  Halsey,  our  Assistant  General  Man- 
ager. 

You  heard  from  Congressman  Horn  on  our  behalf  this  morning, 
and  you  have  our  written  materials,  but  I  would  just  like  to  briefly 
emphasize  why  we  think  this  project  needs  to  proceed.  This  is 
the — I  am  referring  to  the  Alamitos  Barrier  Reclaimed  Water 
Project. 

First  of  all,  the  supply  of  drinking  water  that  we  use  in  those 
wells  which  keeps  out  salt  water  and  replenishes  the  basin  is  not 
an  infinite  resource. 

Second  of  all,  the  size  of  the  resource,  we  think,  is  massive  and 
the  constituency  served  is  large.  We  think  we  have  perhaps  10  mil- 
lion acre-feet  of  water  in  the  ground.  It  currently  serves  a  popu- 
lation of  3.5  million  people,  perhaps  30  to  40  percent  of  their  cur- 
rent supply.  But  in  the  event  of  a  sustained  drought  or  some  kind 
of  emergency  which  would  interrupt  surface  supplies  the  basin 
could  be  mined  and  provide  incremental  water. 

Investment  in  this  project  would  draw  matching  fiinds,  so  to 
speak,  from  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern  California 
through  the  local  projects  program  up  to  $250  an  acre-foot.  The 
Water  Replenishment  District  of  Southern  California,  we  think,  is 
eminently  qualified  to  do  this  project.  We  are  the  largest  users  of 
reclaimed  water  for  groundwater  recharge. 

We  have  a  small  but  highly  efficient  staff.  We  recently  updated 
our  Rand  Corporation  study  into  the  public  health  aspects  of  this 
practice  and  confirmed  that  it  was  totally  safe. 

The  water  that  we  will  use  is  currently  going  into  the  ocean  off 
Southern  California.  We  will  reduce  that  discharge. 

Lastly,  some  of  the  technology  we  are  proposing  to  use  here,  we 
think,  when  demonstrated,  will  lower  the  cost  of  future  projects  of 
this  kind.  So  in  closing,  I  would  just  like  to  thank  the  California 
Water  Commission  for  endorsing  the  project,  for  Congressman 
Horn's  support;  and  we  need  your  support  as  well. 

Thanks  very  much. 

Mr.  RiGGS  [presiding].  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Goldsworthy  follows:] 


2012 


STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  GOLDSWORTHY 
DIRECTOR 

WATER  REPLENISHMENT  DISTRICT  OF  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA 


for  the 


United  State  Senate 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  Pete  V.  Domenici,  Chairman 
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ALAMITOS  BARRIER  RECYCLED  WATER  PROJECT  SUMMARY 


My  name  is  Robert  Goldsworthy.  and  I  am  here  today  to  represent  the  Water 
Replenishment  District  of  Southem  Califomia.  We  appreciate  being  involved  in  this 
important  process. 

Concept 

I  wish  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  Alamitos  Barrier  Recycled  Water  Project,  the  project 
before  you,  which  represents  a  unique  opportunity  to  recover  3,000  acre  feet  (almost 
one  billion  gallons)  a  year,  ultimately  8,000  acre  feet  of  treated  municipal  wastewater 
from  the  City  of  Long  Beach.  This  water,  now  lost  to  the  ocean,  would  be  purified  and 
injected  into  the  Alamitos  barrier  wells.  WRD  is  also  currently  wori<ing  with  our 
Congressional  Representative,  the  Honorable  Steve  Hom  on  HR  2738,  the  bill  by  which 
we  are  to  be  authorized. 

Benefits 

The  Alamitos  seawater  barrier  is  one  of  three  injection  well  systems  for  which  the 
District  provides  water.  This  water  is  injected  directly  into  the  drinking  water  aquifers 
along  the  coast.    We  would  displace  the  potable  water  now  used  in  the  Alamitos 
Banier  Injection  Wells  along  the  Southem  Califomia  coast,  used  to  replenish  and 
protect  the  groundwater  basins  in  both  Los  Angeles  and  Orange  Counties  from 
seawater  intrusion. 

The  District  is  a  regional  groundwater  management  agency.  The  groundwater  for  which 
we  are  responsible  is  vital  to  Los  Angeles  County.  Our  basins  underiie  about  420 
square  miles,  which  is  roughly  the  southem  half  of  the  county.  And  we  serve  3.5  million 
people  and  43  cities.  About  40%  of  the  drinking  water  in  that  area  is  groundwater. 
Even  though  the  basins  are  adjudicated,  natural  percolation  is  unable  to  keep  up  with 
the  200,000  acre  feet  a  year  demand  we  have  at  present.  And  so,  we  cun-ently 
purchase  about  75,000  acre  feet  a  year  of  water  fVom  the  Colorado  River  and  Northem 
Califomia  to  make  that  balance  woric. 

During  the  last  drought  in  Califomia,  our  Board  of  Directors  became  very  concemed 
that  the  reliability  of  the  imported  supply  was  not  assured.  Thus,  we  embari^ed  upon  a 
program  to  substantially  reduce  our  dependence  upon  those  sources  and  even, 
eliminate  them  if  possible.  This  project  would  insure  continued  availability  of 
groundwater  during  periods  of  drought  and  following  natural  disasters  that  could 
interrupt  surface  water  deliveries. 

Our  District  is  currently  underway  with  final  designs.  The  costs,  amortized  over  the  life 
of  the  project,  are  about  $600  an  acre  foot.  This  is  more  than  we  are  paying  for 
imported  water  today;  but  when  compared  with  the  cost  of  almost  any  other  new  supply 
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of  water  in  the  West,  is  very  reasonable  to  increase  the  reliability  of  the  drinking  water 
supply  to  3.5  million  people. 

Why  This  Project  and  Not  Others? 

♦  Project  enhances  the  reliability  of  a  mammoth  groundwater  basin  with  reserves 
estimated  at  over  1 0  million  acre  feet. 

♦  Project  benefits  a  wide  area:  420  square  miles,  3.5  million  people,  43  cities. 

♦  Water  Replenishment  District  is  the  largest  regulated  user  of  reclaimed  water  for 
groundwater  recharge.  Recently  completed  Rand  Corporation  study  confirms 
public  safety  of  this  practice. 

♦  Federal  funds  would  be  "multiplied"  by  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern 
Califomia's  $250  per  acre  foot  Local  Projects  Program  rebate. 

♦  Efficient  execution  would  be  made  by  the  small,  motivated,  highly  qualified  staff  of 
Water  Replenishment  District. 

♦  Project  would  verify  the  benefits  assumed  for  the  microfiltration  process,  which  will 
reduce  the  cost  of  future  water  reclamation. 

In  closing,  we  wish  to  express  our  gratitude  to  the  California  Water  Commission  for  their 
support  in  this  effort.  And  certainly,  our  District  and  the  3.5  million  constituents  we 
serve  would  appreciate  Appropriation  Committee  approval  as  well!  Thank  you. 
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United  States  Senate 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  Pete  V.  Domenici,  Chairman 


RE:     Federal  Financial  Assistance  Request 

Introduction 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
testify  today  on  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1997.  I 
am  Robert  Goldsworthy,  Board  Member  for  the  Water  Replenishment  District  of 
Southern  California  (WRD).  Accompanying  me  is  Jeffrey  Helsley,  Assistant  General 
Manager.  I  wish  to  briefly  tell  you  about  the  District  and  its  mission,  elaborate 
somewhat  about  the  project  scope  and  indicate  how  your  support  for  funding  will  help 
ensure  a  reliable  supply  of  drinking  water  at  reasonable  cost  for  the  people  in  the 
southeast  area  of  Los  Angeles  County. 

District  Background 

The  Water  Replenishment  District  of  Southern  Califomia  (WRD),  located  in  southem 
Los  Angeles  County,  is  govemed  by  an  elected  five  member  Board  of  Directors.  It  was 
formed  in  1959  to  manage  the  Central  and  West  Coast  Groundwater  Basins  and  serve 
420  square  miles  of  3.5  million  people  in  43  cities.  WRD's  primary  objectives  are  to 
replenish  the  groundwater  basins,  halt  seawater  intrusion,  and  provide  high  quality 
groundwater  for  area  residents. 

Groundwater  is  an  important  source  of  water  in  southem  Los  Angeles  County, 
supplying  approximately  40%  of  the  total  water  needs  in  our  District  and,  in  some  of  our 
cities,  100%.  Groundwater  reserves  also  provide  an  emergency  source  of  water  if 
imported  supplies  are  interrupted  or  lost  during  earthquakes,  or  if  drought  or  other 
natural  disasters  reduce  the  availability  of  imported  water.  It  is  essential  that  this 
valuable  resource  be  protected. 

Replenishing  Groundwater  Basins  with  Recycled  Water 

The  Water  Replacement  District  now  purchases  75,000  acre  feet  per  year  of  expensive 
imported  water  from  the  Colorado  River  and  Northern  Califomia  to  artificially  replenish 
the  groundwater  basins.  Natural  replenishment  from  percolation  of  storm  water  simply 
isn't  enough.  Moreover,  years  of  overpumping  before  the  District  was  formed,  emptied 
the  basins  and  that  lost  inventory  must  be  replaced. 

Low  water  levels  allow  seawater  to  enter  the  edges  of  the  basins,  contaminating  and 
forcing  the  shutdown  of  numerous  wells.  Thus,  about  35,000  acre  feet  per  year  of  the 
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District's  expensive  imported  water  purchases  are  used  for  injection  into  wells  drilled 
along  the  coast.  This  water  serves  two  purposes:  it  halts  further  intrusion  of  seawater 
and  also  replenishes  the  basins. 

Today,  Southern  California's  gradual  loss  of  entitlements  to  both  Colorado  River  and 
Northem  Califomia  water  and  recent  droughts  have  convinced  us  that  a  more  reliable 
supply  of  water  for  these  seawater  bamer  wells  must  be  developed  to  protect  our 
critical  groundwater  resource. 

As  a  result,  the  District  has  an  aggressive  program  to  increase  the  use  of  recycled 
water.  WRD's  goal  for  the  Alamitos  Barrier  is  to  totally  eliminate  our  dependence  upon 
imported  water  for  injection  and  replace  it  completely  with  recycled  water  and  local 
stomiwater  runoff. 

Alamitos  Barrier  Recycled  Water  Project 

Working  together  with  the  Orange  County  Water  District  and  the  City  of  Long  Beach, 
the  District  is  proceeding  with  plans  to  build  a  3,000  acre  foot  per  year  reclamation 
plant.  With  the  barrier  system  extending  into  Orange  County,  Orange  County  sees  the 
benefits  of  their  participation,  while  the  City  of  Long  Beach  holds  title  to  the  recycled 
water  which  will  feed  the  new  plant. 

Initially,  the  plant  replaces  50%  of  the  imported  water  now  being  injected  into  the 
Alamitos  Seawater  Barrier,  one  of  three  widespread  banier  systems  for  which  the 
District  provides  water.  The  second  stage  expands  the  treatment  plant  to  (8,000  acre 
feet  and  provides)  100%  substitution  of  imported  water.  The  proposed  plant  is 
consistent  with  Metropolitan  Water  District's  new  Integrated  Resources  Plan,  which 
anticipates  700,000  acre  feet  per  year  of  additional  water  reclamation  by  the  year, 
2010. 

Design  worit  for  the  project  is  undenway.  A  bid  package  will  be  issued  in  August  for 
final  designs  and  construction,  which  is  targeted  to  start  late  1996.  We  anticipate  plant 
startup  ineariy  1998. 

Feedwater  for  the  project  will  be  recycled  water  that  would  othenwise  be  discharged  into 
the  San  Gabriel  River.  Advanced  treatment  equipment,  including  microfiltration  and 
reverse  osmosis,  will  be  put  in  place  to  purify  the  water  and  meet  the  stringent 
requirements  of  the  State  Department  of  Health  Services  and  the  Regional  Water 
Quality  Control  Board. 

The  capital  cost  is  cun-ently  fixed  at  $15  million.  Even  though  one-half  of  this  will  be 
paid  by  the  Orange  County  Water  District,  this  project  is  an  ambitious  undertaking  and 
the  first  major  construction  project  for  our  District.. 
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By  amortizing  the  construction  cost,  adding  operation  and  maintenance  costs  and 
backing  out  anticipated  reimbursements  from  the  Metropolitan  Water  District's  Local 
Projects  Program,  the  cost  of  water  produced  from  the  plant  will  be  around  $600  per 
acre  foot.  Although  this  is  more  than  the  current  cost  of  imported  water,  it  is  well  within 
the  range  of  costs  for  new  water  supplies  throughout  the  West. 

In  order  to  ease  the  additional  burden  on  our  local  ratepayers,  we  need  federal  fund 
assistance.  We  sincerely  thank  the  Califomia  Water  Commission  for  recommending 
this  project  for  your  consideration.  Consistent  with  HR  2738,  we  request  a  total  of 
$3,275,000  through  fiscal  year  1998;  $2,625,000  of  that  in  fiscal  year  1997  will  cover 
25%  of  the  project's  construction  cost.  Federal  support  will  enhance  the  project's 
economics  and  ensure  the  viability  of  our  precious  groundwater  basins  into  the  next 
century. 

We  are  available  to  answer  any  questions. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

BRACKISH  WATER  RECLAMATION  DEMONSTRATION 

FACILITY 

WITNESS 
FRANK  CHIELLA,  PRESIDENT,  PORT  HUENEME  WATER  AGENCY 

Ms.  Tennis.  Just  a  few  more. 

Port  Hueneme  Water  Agency,  Frank  Chiella,  President. 

Mr.  Chiella.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  I  thank 
you  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here  today.  I  thank  you  for  your  past 
support  for  our  agency. 

We  are  relatively  new.  We  were  formed  to  work  together  with 
several  agencies  already  existing  in  Ventura  County,  and  the  main 
focus  is  trying  to  work  with  the  two  Navy  bases,  a  city  and  a  spe- 
cial district,  to  treat  brackish  water  and  turn  it  into  high-quality 
drinking  water  for  everyone  that  is  in  that  area.  And  that  is  really 
the  special  focus  of  where  we  are  of  trying  to  bring  the  Federal 
Government,  the  Navy  bases,  into  the  local  governments  and  to 
best  supply  water  to  that  area. 

We  are  asking  for  an  additional  $2.5  million  this  year  for  our 
project.  We  are  looking  to  begin  the  construction  phase  this  year 
and  the  next  calendar  year,  hopefully  to  provide  that  drinking 
water. 

So  we  thank  you  for  your  support,  and  we  look  for  your  contin- 
ued support  and  appreciate  being  here  today.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Chiella  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  TO  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENATIVES 

THE  HONORABLE  JOHN  MYERS,  CHAIRMAN 

March  6,  1996 

By 

FRANK  J.  CHIELLA,  President  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  Port 

Hueneme  Water  Agency,  and  Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors, 

Channel  Islands  Beach  Community  Services  District 

ORVENE  CARPENTER,  Past  President  and  Member  of  the  Board  of 
Directors,  Port  Hueneme  Water  Agency  and  Councilmember,  City  of 

Port  Hueneme 

Port  Hueneme  Water  Agency 

J.  R.  Velthoen,  Executive  Director 

250  North  Ventura  Road 

Port  Hueneme,  CA.  93041 

(805)    986-6506 

(805)   986-6511   FAX 

In  support  of  $2,500,000  for  the  Port  Hueneme  Water  Agency  for  a 

Brackish  Water  Reclamation  Demonstration  Facility 

under  Section  1605,  of  Public  Law  102-575 


23-641    0—96 24 
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UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

THE  HONORABLE  JOHN  MYERS,  CHAIRMAN 

Chainnan  Myers  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  my  name  is  Frank  J.  Chiella,  President  of  the 
Board  of  Directors  the  Port  Hueneme  Water  Agency.  The  Pott  Hueneme  Water  Agency  CAgenc/O 
was  formed  by  the  City  of  Port  Hueneme  and  the  Channel  Islands  Beach  Community  Sendees  Distnct 
in  July  of  1994  as  a  Joint  Powers  Agency,  governed  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California.  I  am 
here  today,  together  with  Port  Hueneme  City  Coundlmember,  Orvene  Carpenter,  Past  Presidmt  of  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Pott  Hueneme  Water  Agency,  to  seek  the  Subcommittee's  support  for  our 
request  to  receive  $2.5  Million  in  cooperative  funding  from  the  United  States  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
for  a  Brackish  Water  Reclamation  E)emonstnUion  FacUity  C'Facility")  during  Federal  Fiscal  Year  1996- 
97. 

PROJECT  SUMMARY 

The  Port  Hueneme  Water  Agency  was  formed  to  deliver  high  quality  water  to  an  area  in  southwest 
Ventura  County  which  includes  the  City  of  Port  Hueneme,  Channel  Islands  Beach  Community 
Services  District,  Naval  Construction  Battalion  Center  -  Port  Hueneme,  and  Naval  Air  Weapons 
Station  •  Point  Mugu.  To  provide  high  quality  water,  the  Agency  is  implementing  a  Water  Quality 
Improvement  Program  which  involves  discontinuation  of  groundwater  extractions  from  wells  along 
the  coast  threatened  by  seawater  intrusion;  demineralization  of  local  groundwater  supplies  and  the 
importation  of  State  water  through  the  CaUeguas  Municipal  Water  District,  a  member  agency  of  the 
Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Soudiem  California. 

The  cornerstone  of  the  Agency's  Program  is  a  Brackish  Water  Reclamation  Demonstration  Research 
Facility,  ('Tacility'O  which  will  serve  as  a  state-of-the  art  sub-regional  water  treatment  plant  The 
Facility  will  provide  3.0  million  gallons  per  day  (mgd)  of  water  treated  to  the  quality  of  imported  State 
water.  The  three  desalination  technologies  considered  most  applicable  to  reclaim  local  sources  of 
brackish  groundwater  which  are  scheduled  for  installation  at  the  Facility  include:  reverse  osmosis, 
nanofiltration,  and  electrodialysis  reversal.  Each  would  treat  approximately  1.0  mgd  of  brackish 
groundwater  in  a  side  by  side,  full-scale,  operational  demonstration  of  each  technology.  By  applying 
these  different  technologies  to  the  same  water  source,  long-term  operating  and  economic  data  will  be 
collected  and  compared,  and  made  available  for  use  nationwide. 

The  estimated  capital  cost  of  the  construction  elements  of  the  Program  is  approximately  $  1 1  million  (in 
1996  dollars),  llie  Agency  is  requesting  $2.5  Million  in  cooperative  funding  from  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  for  Federal  Fiscal  Year  1996-97,  pursuant  to  the  authorization  found  in  Section  1605  of 
the  Reclamation  Wastewater  and  Groundwater  Study  and  Facilities  Act  (Title  XVI)  of  Public  Law 
102.575.  This  section  authorizes  the  Bureau  to  provide  cooperative  funding  to  local  water  agencies  up 
to  50  percent  of  the  total  cost  of  the  Facility. 

The  Facility  will  assist  other  communities  throughout  the  nation  to  understand  and  then  select  the  most 
appropriate  brackish  groundwater  desalination  technology  for  their  specific  application.  The  facility 
could  become  a  location  to  provide  research  opportunities  and  water  treatment  operator  training. 
Accordingly,  the  availability  of  this  demonstration  research  facility  in  California  should  make  it  easier 
for  other  communities  to  successfully  implement  brackish  water  desalination  and  groundwater 
reclamation,  as  a  major  element  in  the  strategy  of  local  compliance  with  the  increasingly  stringent 
regulatory  standards  found  in  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  Amendments.  Also,  in  resolving  problems 
with  the  contamination  of  local  groundwater  supplies,  and  increasing  water  supplies  to  drought 
sensitive  areas. 
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PROJECT  BACKGROUND 


Currently,  the  four  agencies  listed  above  utilize  brackish  groundwater  from  the  Oxnard  Plain 
Groundwater  Basin,  which  is  listed  in  California  Department  of  Water  Resources  Bulletin  1 18  as  a 
critically  overdrafted  basin  and  is  under  active  basin  management  by  the  Fox  Canyon  Groundwater 
Management  Agency.  The  groundwater  used  by  these  agencies  is  extracted  locally  from  deep  aquifer 
wells  increasingly  subject  to  seawater  intrusion  along  the  coast,  or  delivered  from  upper  aquifer  wells 
located  inland  by  the  United  Water  Conservation  District.  Both  groundwater  sources  are  deemed 
brackish,  in  that  they  have  a  a  total  dissolved  solids  (TDS)  content  of  greater  than  1000  mg/1  and  a 
hardness  in  excess  of  500  mg/1.  By  comparison,  water  quality  in  the  Washington,  D.C.  urban  area 
averages  217  mg/l,  TDS  and  126  mgA  in  Hardness. 

The  Agency  was  formed  to  secure  a  safe,  reliable,  high  quality,  environmentally  sound  and  economical 
water  supply  for  the  City  of  Port  Port  Hueneme,  the  Channel  Islands  Beach  Community  Services 
District,  Naval  Construction  Battalion  Center  -  Port  Hueneme,  and  the  Naval  Air  Weapons  Station  - 
PL  Mugu.  Prior  to  the  formation  of  the  Agency,  increasing  overdraft  of  the  local  groundwater  basin, 
seawater  intrusion,  poor  water  quality  and  aging  infrastructure  had  prompted  each  of  the 
aforementioned  participants  to  independendy  pursue  water  supply  and  quality  improvement  projects. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  Agency's  project  involves  the  construction  of  a  3.0  mgd  sub-regional  water  treatment  plant,  the 
Facility,  and  various  transmission  pipelines  to  deliver  a  blend  of  desalinated  local  brackish 
groundwater  and  imported  State  Project  Water.  The  primary  source  of  local  brackish  groundwater  for 
the  Facility  will  be  the  United  Water  Conservation  District.  This  local  groundwater  is  highly 
mineralized  and  contains  trihalomethane  precursors.  To  treat  this  water,  a  combination  of  three 
desalination  technologies  will  be  used.  State  Water  Project  water  will  be  blended  with  desalinated  local 
groundwater  through  existing  and  proposed  transmission  pipelines.  To  optimize  the  utilization  of  the 
water  treatment  facilities,  the  proposed  plant's  capacity  is  based  on  current  minimum  diurnal  water 
demands  of  the  project  participants.  Peak  day  and  fire  flow  demands  will  be  met  by  State  Water  Project 
water  deliveries. 

The  construction  and  operation  of  the  Facility  will  provide  a  unique  opportunity  for  the  Federal 
government  to  enter  into  an  innovative  Federal-State-Local  partnership  with  California  water  agencies 
in  order  to  obtain  hard  research  data  from  the  operation  of  a  full-scale,  groundwater  desalination 
treatment  facility  in  Ventura  County,  California.  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  there  are  no  such  full- 
scale  Brackish  Water  Reclamation  Demonstration  Research  Facilities  operating  in  the  United  States 
using  the  aforementioned  three  desalination  technologies  simultaneously. 

PROJECT  BENEFITS 

Over  50,000  customers  of  the  Agency,  including  the  Naval  Construction  Battalion  Center  -  Port 
Hueneme,  and  the  Naval  Air  Weapons  Station  -  Point  Mugu,  are  expected  to  derive  significant  benefits 
from  the  project  including  improved  water  quality,  an  increase  in  economic  development  and  job 
creation  resulting  from  the  construction  of  the  Facility,  and  obtaining  a  long-term,  safe,  reliable  and 
environmentally  sustainable  high  quality  water  supply  which  meets  current  and  proposed  water  quality 
drinking  standards  under  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  Amendments.  Water  quality  to  the  Agency's 
customers  will  be  greatly  improved  through  the  construction  of  the  Brackish  Water  Reclamation 
Demonstration  Research  Facility  to  treat  brackish  local  groundwater  supplies  supplemented  by 
imported  State  water  from  the  Calleguas  Municipal  Water  District  and  the  Metropolitan  Water  District 
of  Southern  California. 
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Long-term  water  supply  reliability  for  the  Agency's  customers  and  the  Port  Hueneme  Subregion  will 
be  improved  by  access  to  both  demineralized  groundwater  from  local  sources  and  imported  State 
water.  The  delivery  of  imported  State  Water  Project  Water  will  also  allow  the  Agency's  members  to 
reduce  groundwater  extractions  from  coastal  wells  threatened  by  seawater  intrusion.  Seawater 
intrusion  will  be  minimized  by  relocating  groundwater  extractions  from  the  coastal  area  to  inland 
recharge  areas. 

Benefits  accrtiing  to  the  Agency's  customers  which  result  from  the  implementation  of  the  Port 
Hueneme  Water  Quality  Improvement  Program,  including  the  Facility,  include  the  following: 

1 .  elimination  or  reduction  in  the  need  for  expensive  and  highly  inefficient  home  water 
softenin|  units,  thereby  reducing  the  need  to  desalinate  wastewater  effluent  proposed  for 
reclamation  in  die  future. 

2.  reduction  in  the  cost  of  soap  and  cleaning  products  for  those  water  customers  who  do  not 
provide  home  water  softening. 

3.  reduction  in  the  costs  of  repairs  and  replacement  of  plumbing,  plumbing  fixtures  and 
water  using  appliances. 

4.  reduction  in  the  cost  of  purchasing  bottled  water  and/or  household  reverse  osmosis  units. 

5 .  avoidance  of  potential  penalties  associated  with  the  staged  reductions  in  groundwater 
pumping  allocations  imposed  by  the  Fox  Canyon  Groundwater  Management  Agency. 

6.  avoidance  of  additional  Water  Treatment  Costs  imposed  by  Federal  and  State  Regulatory 
Agencies. 

The  construction  and  operation  of  the  Facility  will  provide  a  unique  opportunity  for  the  Federal 
government  to  enter  into  a  Federal-State-Local  partnership  with  local  water  agencies  to  obtain  hard 
research  data  from  the  operation  of  a  full-scale,  groundwater  desalination  treatment  facility  in  Ventura 
County,  CaUfomia.  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  there  are  no  such  full-scale  Brackish  Water 
Reclamation  Demonstration  Research  Facilities  operating  in  the  United  States  using  the  aforementioned 
three  desalination  tedwologies  simultaneously. 

PROJECT  PROGRESS 

The  Agency  has  made  significant  progress  witii  the  Water  Quality  Improvement  Program.  Annexation 
of  the  Port  Hueneme  Subregion  to  the  Calleguas  Municipal  Water  District  and  Metropolitan  Water 
District  has  been  completetH  a  joint  NEPA/CEQA  Program  Environmental  Impact  Report  is  being 
circulated  for  public  review  and  comment;  preliminaiy  design  work  is  underway;  and  bids  for  the 
construction  of  the  project  will  be  solicited  by  the  Agency  in  early  summer.  Construction  of  the 
pipeline  netwoik  is  expected  to  begin  by  mid-1996,  and  State  Water  is  anticipated  to  be  received  by  die 
end  of  1996.  Demineralized  groundwater  from  the  new  water  treatment  plant  is  anticipated  to  be 
delivered  to  the  Agency's  customers  by  mid- 1997. 

We  believe  that  this  facility  will  provide  a  unique  opportunity  to  study  Brackish  Water  Desalination  in 
California  and  solicit  tiie  Subcommittee's  continued  support  for  the  Agency's  Program.  Thank  you 
very  much  fcM'  the  opportunity  to  address  the  Subcommittee. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CITY  OF  SANTA  MONICA  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 
PAUL  ROSENSTEIN,  MAYOR,  CITY  OF  SANTA  MONICA 

Ms.  Tennis.  We  have  an  add-on.  City  of  Santa  Monica,  Paul 
Rosenstein,  Mayor. 

Mr.  Rosenstein.  Thank  you.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here.  We 
saved  the  best  for  last. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Not  quite. 

Mr.  Rosenstein.  I  am  Paul  Rosenstein,  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of 
Santa  Monica.  I  have  come  here  today  just  to  spend  this  one  day 
on  Capitol  Hill  talking  to  the  Committee,  members  of  your  staff 
and  our  representatives  about  this  project.  I  am  not  here  on  vaca- 
tion; I  am  not  coming  to  a  conference;  I  am  not  passing  through 
town.  But  our  community  feels  that  these  two  projects  are  very  im- 
portant, and  we  wanted  to  emphasize  our  concern  here  today. 

So,  first,  we  are  asking  the  Committee  to  support  the  $600,000 
appropriation  that  has  been  recommended  by  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers and  the  (General  Investigations  Division  to  initiate  a  water 
infrastructure  and  reliability  study  in  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  En- 
ergy and  Water  Development  Appropriations  bill. 

Our  city,  as  you  may  know,  is  highly  vulnerable  to  major  damage 
from  earthquakes.  The  disruption  of  water  services,  fire  protection, 
domestic  and  industrial  uses  could  result  in  catastrophic  public 
safety  and  health  problems,  as  well  as  causing  serious  and  major 
economic  losses.  This  special  study  would  assist  the  City  of  Santa 
Monica  in  its  effort  to  develop  a  more  dependable  water  supply  for 
the  city,  particularly  with  respect  to  minimizing  interruptions  that 
might  result  from  future  earthquakes. 

We  are  also  requesting  committee  support  for  an  appropriation 
of  $3.2  million  as  recommended  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
Construction  Division  for  the  Santa  Monica  Breakwater  Project. 
This  represents  the  Corps'  capability  on  this  project.  This  project 
is  critical  to  the  City  of  Santa  Monica's  efforts  to  restore  adequate 
protection  to  the  Santa  Monica  pier  and  the  shoreline  and  to  rees- 
tablish commercial  and  recreational  boating  opportunities  for  the 
Santa  Monica  area.  This  project  will  protect  the  pier  and  its  facili- 
ties from  damages  that  are  now  estimated  in  excess  of  $20  million 
that  would  result  from  a  single  100-year  storm. 

The  city  is  willing  to  invest  over  $1  million  of  its  own  resources 
in  the  construction  of  12  moorings  and  a  boat  dock.  This  invest- 
ment is  in  addition  to  the  required  $1.5  million  local  match  for  the 
rest  of  the  project. 

Given  the  urgent  need  for  this  project,  I  urge  you  to  take  what- 
ever actions  are  necessary  to  ensure  that  the  funding  for  this 
project  remains  on  track.  And  I  can  tell  you  that  we  have  invested 
over  $18  million  in  rebuilding  our  pier  from  the  days  of  1982  and 
1983  winter  storms  when  it  was  wrecked.  We  have  come  a  long 
way  on  our  own,  but  we  could  really  use  the  help  of  Congress  to 
make  the  final  portion  of  the  redevelopment  of  our  pier  possible, 
and  that  is  the  rebuilding  of  our  breakwater. 
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So  we  thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity  to  appear,  and 
we  urge  your  serious  consideration  to  meet  our  needs.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  That  was  back  in  1982  and  1983? 

Mr.  ROSENSTEIN.  1982  and  1983,  the  pier  was  wrecked;  and  we 
are  giving  some  photos  to  your  staff,  before  and  after,  to  see  where 
we  were  and  where  we  have  come  since  then.  With  your  help,  we 
can  really  provide  a  truly  important  regional  resource.  Even  though 
a  lot  of  it  is  out  of  our  own  money,  we  are  providing  a  regional  re- 
source for  the  whole  Southern  California  community. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  ROSENSTEIN.  We  thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Appreciate  your  testimony. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

WINTER-RUN  CHINOOK  SALMON  CAPTIVE  BROODSTOCK 

PROGRAM 

COHO  SALMON  RESTORATION  PROJECT 

SPRING-RUN  CHINOOK  SALMON  RESTORATION 
PROJECT 

WITNESS 

NATHANIEL  BINGHAM,  HABITAT  DIRECTOR,  PACIFIC  COAST  FISHER- 
MEN'S ASSOCIATION 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Last  but  not  least  we  will  direct  you  back  to  No.  25  on  our  wit- 
ness list,  Nat  Bingham,  who  is  the  Habitat  Director  of  the  Pacific 
Coast  Fishermen's  Association. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  The  Mayor  said  we  saved  the  best  for  the  last.  He 
just  didn't  know  he  was  referring  to  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Bingham.  In  the  beginning,  I  would  like  to  convey  the  sin- 
cere thanks  and  appreciation  of  the  commercial  and  recreational 
salmon  fishing  industries  for  the  support  of  this  subcommittee.  Mr. 
Myers,  Mr.  Fazio,  Mr.  Riggs,  we  really  appreciate  your  support  of 
the  Winter-run  Chinook  Salmon  Captive  Broodstock  Program;  and 
we  are  back  requesting  continued  funding  of  $500,000  with  another 
program  relating  to  Coho  and  Spring-run  Chinook  Salmon  for  com- 
munity-based restoration  projects. 

I  would  also  like  to  convey  the  sincere  thanks  and  appreciation 
for  the  support  that  we  have  received  from  the  California  Water 
Commission.  I  believe  that  represents  a  real  working  coalition  be- 
tween the  fishing  industry  located  on  the  coast  and  the  various 
water  user  communities  inland  for  a  coalition  collaborative  effort  to 
rebuild  these  salmon  stocks  that  we  are  all  so  interested  in  achiev- 
ing, so  we  can  go  on  doing  our  daily  business.  And  the  program  has 
now  finally  gotten  into  a  productive  phase. 

We  are  releasing  juvenile  fish,  which  are  being  released  into  the 
wild  this  year.  And  also  we  have  achieved  the  implementation  of 
an  important  genetic  stock,  an  identification  tool  which  enables  us 
to  identify  Winter-run  Chinook  that  have  not  been  tagged  so  that 
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people  that  are  working  with  various  impacts  can  really  find  out 
whether  they  are  dealing  with  Winter-run  or  not. 

The  community-based  projects  are  very  important  because  these 
are  programs  that  come  out  of  various  communities  in  the  water- 
shed such  as  Mill  Creek,  Deer  Creek  and  programs  over  on  the 
coast.  We  are  working  in  cooperation  with  the  timber  industry.  We 
are  beginning  to  get  community-based  programs  off  the  ground, 
and  that  is  what  this  funding  is  intended  to  support. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  very  much,  Nat.  And  I  think  you  heard, 
by  the  testimony  of  Members  from  the  California  delegation  earlier, 
the  bipartisan  support  that  these  broodstock  and  restoration  pro- 
grams have. 

Mr.  Bingham.  I  think  that  is  the  only  way  we  can  move  forward, 
and  I  certainly  support  the  spirit  of  bipartisanship  that  is  on  this 
committee.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  thank  Nat  for  all  the 
good  work  he  does  with  my  farmers  and  other  landowners  in  the 
valley.  Deer  Creek  and  Mill  Creek  are  in  my  district. 

We  are  working  firom  the  ground  up  to  try  to  make  everybody  un- 
derstand the  importance  of  restoration,  not  only  to  your  industry, 
but  so  that  agriculture  can  continue  to  flourish  in  the  Central  Val- 
ley. 

Mr.  Bingham.  I  believe  what  the  folks  on  Mill  and  Deer  Creeks 
have  achieved  is  going  to  be  a  model  that  can  be  looked  at  from 
all  over  the  Nation. 

Mr.  Fazio.  I  appreciate  that.  You  know,  we  were  about  to  jump 
into  wild  and  scenic  status  without  even  knowing  what  it  meant. 
I  think  a  much  better  approach  is  to  get  folks  together  and  figure 
out  what  is  needed,  and  then  we  will  worry  about  top-down  legisla- 
tive approaches. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Exactly. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  you  have  to  leave.  I  just  want 
to  say  one  other  thing  to  add  to  Nat's  testimony,  and  that  is,  the 
money  that  we  included  in  last  year's  bill,  the  1996  Energy  and 
Water  Development  Appropriations  Act  for  the  Spring-run  Chinook 
and  Coho  projects  has  not  been  allocated  yet,  as  Nat,  you  well 
know,  because  of  a  dispute  between  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and 
the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation.  The  Foundation  is  re- 
quiring a  match,  but  the  Bureau  says  no. 

I  can  tell  you,  having  worked  very  closely  with  Mr.  Bingham, 
that  we  clearly  intended  no  match;  that  is  to  say,  we  support  the 
Bureau's  position.  And  next  year,  the  bill  that  we  are  deliberating 
today,  we  may  have  to  bypass  the  Foundation  if  this  is  not  yet  re- 
solved. 

Mr.  Bingham.  Some  form  of  signal,  a  letter  or  something  like 
that,  would  be  very  helpful  for  us  to  give  them  that  message. 

Mr.  Riggs.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Bingham  follows:] 
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Testimony  before  the 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

Submitted  by  Nat  Bingham,  Habitat  Director, 
Pacific  Coast  Federation  of  Fishermen's  Associations. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  honorable  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to  present  two 
requests  for  funding  important  salmon  restoration  programs  in  California. 

Winter-run  Chinook  Salmon  Captive  Broodstock  Program   $500,000 
The  Subcommittee  has  been  supporting  this  key  program  which  is  now  in  its  fifth  year. 
The  captive  broodstock  program  provides  an  essential  biological  insurance  policy  for 
winter-run  chinook  salmon.  This  unique  stock  of  salmon  is  listed  as  endangered  under  the 
Federal  Endangered  Species  Act.  This  year  the  program  has  begun  to  supplement  the 
natural  production  of  winter-run  n  the  Upper  Sacramento  River.  In  addition,  a  genetic 
stock  identification  methodology  has  been  developed  as  a  spin-off  fi-om  the  program 
which  is  helping  to  identify  the  presence  or  absence  of  winter-run  juvenile  salmon  at  the 
Delta  pumping  plants.  A  progress  report  on  the  program  is  attached. 

Communitv  Coho  and  Spring-run  Chinook  Salmon  Restoration  Projects  $500,000 
The  Subcommittee  supported  this  program  of  grants  for  community  based  salmon 
restoration  projects  by  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foimdation  in  FY1996. 
Were  it  not  for  the  efforts  of  landowners  in  The  Mill,  Deer,  and  Butte  Creek  watersheds 
to  organize  conservancies  and  tale  the  lead  in  plaiming  and  implementing,  salmon  habitat 
restoration.  Spring-run  chinook  salmon  would  probably  now  be  a  listed  species.  A  wide 
range  of  projects  have  been  undertaken  to  restore  the  spring  nm.  A  report  on  the  activities 
of  the  Spring  Rim  Chinook  Salmon  Work  Group  is  attached  Coho  Salmon  have  been 
formally  proposed  as  a  candidate  species  for  ESA  listing  by  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service.  The  Fish,  Farm,  and  Forest  Communities  Forum  has  been  incorporated 
as  a  non-profit  entity  by  the  timber,  farm  and  fishing  industries  to  address  the  issues 
relative  to  Coho  Salmon  restoration.  The  task  of  restoring  coho  salmon  habitat  in  coastal 
watersheds  is  of  great  magnitude,  which  goes  far  beyond  the  modest  level  in  this 
proposal.  A  wide  variety  of  sources  of  both  goverrmient  and  non  government  fimding 
will  be  required.  This  proposal  continues  the  process  of  getting  this  vital  program  on  the 
ground. 
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WINTER-RUN  CHINOOK  SALMON  CAPTIVE  BROODSTOCK  PROGRAM 
1995  Progress  Report' 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

BACKGROUND 

In  response  to  critically  low  levels  of  Winter-Run  Chinook  Salmon  in  the  Sacramento  River  during 
1991,  the  Winter-Run  Chinook  Salmon  Captive  Broodstock  Committee  was  initiated.  Once 
numbering  in  the  hundred  of  thousands  each  year,  returns  had  plummeted  to  191  fish.    In  order  to 
save  this  unique  and  important  salmon  stock  from  extinction,  a  wide  range  of  State  and  Federal 
fishery  agencies  joined  with  nongovernmental  commercial  and  recreational  fishing  interests,  as  well 
as  interested  water  users  and  the  academic  research  community.  This  unprecedented  coalition 
worked,  by  consensus,  to  develop  the  following  goal: 

PROGRAM  GOAL 

The  goal  of  the  captive  broodstock  program  is  to  rear  winter-run  chinook  salmon  under 
controlled  conditions  until  they  become  reproductively  mature  adults.  Mature  salmon  would 
then  be  used  as  hatchery  broodstock  for  continued  propagation  of  the  race.  The  captive 
breeding  program  provides: 

•  An  insurance  policy  against  extinction  and  loss  of  genetic  material; 

•  A  source  of  eggs  and  sperm  for  the  Coleman  National  Fish  Hatchery  winter-run  propagation 
program; 

•  A  source  to  supplement  naturally  the  few  remaining  spawning  salmon; 

•  A  means  to  "buy  time"  until  habitat  conditions  in  the  Sacramento  River  improve; 

•  An  egg  and  fiy  source  for  experimental  studies;  and 

•  The  maximization  of  future  options  for  the  recovery  of  the  species. 

10-YEAR  PROGRAM  PLAN 

The  captive  broodstock  program  plans  to  recover  winter-run  salmon  by: 

•  Holding  1,000  juvenile  winter-run  salmon  propagated  at  Coleman  National  Fish  Hatchery  in 
captivity  each  year; 

•  Transferring  those  juvenile  salmon  to  fresh  and  salt  water  rearing  facilities  at  Bodega  Marine 
Laboratory  and  the  Steinhart  Aquarium  at  The  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  San  Francisco; 

•  Raising  the  fish  for  2-5  years  until  maturity; 

•  Returning  the  adult  salmon  to  Coleman  NFH  to  be  spawned;  and 

•  Using  the  resulting  gametes  to  increase  the  winter-run  population. 

A  genetic  research  and  management  plan  was  developed  to: 

•  Insure  that  the  effective  population  size  of  the  winter-run  was  not  reduced  by  artificial 
propagation,  and 

•  Manage  the  Captive  Broodstock  Program  to  conserve  genetic  resources. 


Authored  by  Nat  Bingham,  Pacific  Coast  Federation  of  Fishermen's  Associations;  Kristen  Arkush  and  Paul  Siri,  U.C.  Davis 
Bodega  Marine  Laboratory;  and  Randy  Brown,  Department  of  Water  Resources. 
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PROGRAM  IMPLEMENTATION 

Funding  for  the  broodstock  program  has  been  provided  by: 

U.S.  Congressional  Appropriations 
Department  of  Interior 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Department  of  Commerce 

National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 
State  of  California 

Department  of  Water  Resources 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Drought  relief  funds 

Salmon  Stamp  program  (fishing  industry  self  tax) 
Nongovernmental  Funds 

National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation 
Bay-Delta  Agreement  Category  III  program 

Implementing  Agencies: 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Coleman  National  Fish  Hatchery 
California  Academy  of  Sciences,  Steinhart  Aquarium 
University  of  California,  Davis,  Bodega  Marine  Laboratory 

In  1993  Congress  passed  HR  2457,  authorizing  the  winter-run  captive  broodstock  program  at  a  level 
ofSl  million  annually. 

PROGRAM  ACHIEVEMENTS 

After  four  years,  the  broodstock  program  has: 

1.  Rapidly  established  interagency/project  coordination; 

2.  Literally  built  rearing  facilities  at  Bodega  Marine  Laboratory  and  the  Steinhart  Aquarium  around 
the  juvenile  salmon  as  they  were  being  raised; 

3.  Developed  long-term  feeding  and  rearing  strategies; 

4.  Developed  pathogen  detection  methods  and  fish  health  management  protocols  to  improve 
survivorship; 

5.  Provided  original  genetic  research  resulting  in: 

•  A  method  using  existing  technology  to  identify  the  gender  of  a  juvenile  salmon; 

•  Provision  of  genetic  management  direction  to  the  broodstock 

6.  Provided  30,000  salmon  eggs  to  Coleman  NFH; 

7.  The  broodstock  program  is  holding  in  captivity: 
At  Bodega  Marine  Laboratory: 

Brood  year  1991  52        aduh  salmon 

Brood  year  1992  25        maturing  salmon 

Brood  year  1 993  249        year  2  sahnon 

At  Steinhart  Aquarium: 

Brood  year  1993  256        year  2  salmon 

Brood  year  1994  619        yearling  salmon 

CONCLUSION 

As  it  approaches  completion  of  the  first  half  of  its  10-year  duration,  the  Winter-Run  Chinook 
Salmon  Captive  Broodstock  Program  has  overcome  many  developmental  problems,  has  efficiently 
established  the  infrastructure  necessary  to  continue  the  program  at  full  production  status,  and  can 
do  so  until  such  time  as  the  necessity  for  the  program  no  longer  exists.  Most  importantly,  this 
program  has  helped  begin  the  recovery  of  this  unique  stock  of  salmon. 
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Winter-Run  Chinook  Salmon  Captive  Broodstock  Program  1995  Progress  Report 

Nat  Bingham,  Pacific  Coast  Federation  of  FiiherrTien'!  Associations:  Kristm  Arkuih  and  Paul  Siri,  U.C  Davis  Bodega  Marine 
laboratory;  and  Kandy  Brown,  Department  of  Water  Resources 


in  response  to  critically  low  levels  of 
winter-run  chinook  salmon  in  the  Sacra- 
memo  River  during  1991,  the  Winter- 
Run  Chinook  Salmon  Captive  Brood- 
stock  Comminee  was  initiated.  Once 
numbering  more  than  a  hundred  thou- 
sand spawning  adults,  returns  had  plum- 
meted to  191  fish.  To  help  save  this 
unique  and  important  salmon  stock 
from  possible  extinction,  several  state 
and  federal  fishery  agencies  joined  with 
commercial  and  recreational  fishing  in- 
terests, water  users,  and  the  academic 
research  community  to  develop  and  im- 
plement a  captive  broodstock  program. 
This  coalition  worked,  by  consensus,  to 
develop  its  goals. 

The  primary  goal  of  the  captive  brood- 
stock program  is  to  prevent  the  loss  of 
the  genetic  resource  contained  in  the 
winter  run  genome  should  the  wild  run 
become  extinct.  A  secondary  goal  is  to 
help  prevent  extinction  by  producing 
metes  that  can  be  fertilized  by  wild  fish 
;,imetes  colleaed  as  part  of  the  Coleman 
National  Fish  Hatchery  winter  run 
propagation  program.  The  goals  are  to 
be  met  by  rearing  winter-run  chinook 
salmon  under  controlled  conditions  un- 
til they  become  mature  adults.  Mature 
salmon  would  then  be  used  as  hatchery 
broodstock  for  continued  propagation 
of  the  race. 

The  captive  breeding  program  provides 
insurance  against  extinction  and  loss  of 
genetic  material,  a  source  of  eggs  and 
sperm  for  the  Coleman  winter-run 
propagation  program,  a  source  to  sup- 
plement naturally  the  remaining  spawn- 
ing salmon,  a  means  to  "buy  time"  until 
habitat  conditions  improve  in  the  Sacra- 
mento River,  an  egg  and  fry  source  for 
experimental  studies,  and  a  way  to  maxi- 
mize options  for  the  recovery  ©f  the 
species. 

The  captive  broodstock  program  plans  to 
assist  in  winter-run  salmon  recovery  by: 

-lolding  up  to  1,000  juvenile  winter- 
run  salmon  propagated  at  Coleman 
Hatchery  in  captivity  each  year; 
•  Transferring  those  juvenile  salmon  to 
(resh  and  salt  water  rearing  facilities  at 


Bodega  Marine  Laboratory  and  Stein- 
hart  Aquarium  at  the  California  Acad- 
emy of  Sciences,  San  Francisco; 

•  Raising  the  fish  for  2-5  years  (until  ma- 
turity); 

•  Returning  the  adult  salmon  to  Cole- 
man Hatchery  to  be  spawned; 

•  Using  the  resulting  gametes  to  increase 
the  winter-run  population. 

A  genetic  research  and  management  plan 
was  developed  to: 

•  Ensure  that  the  effective  population 
size  of  the  winter-run  was  not  reduced 
by  artificial  propagation,  and 

•  Manage  the  Captive  Broodstock  Pro- 
gram to  conserve  genetic  resources. 

To  achieve  these  goals,  the  comminee 
had  to  respond  to  several  challenges.  One 
of  the  most  difficult  was  disease  control, 
in  addition  to  expeaed  problems  such  as 
baaerial  kidney  disease,  a  previously  un- 
described  pathogen  in  the  winter  run 
termed  rosette  agent  —  a  systemic  pro- 
tist  —  appeared  in  the  1991  broodyear. 
Infection  with  this  parasite  resulted  in 
substantial  mortality  in  the  1991  co- 
hort. Long-term  treatment  methods 
for  these  pathogens  required  develop- 
ment of  new  care  and  feeding  st.'ategies 
in  addition  to  new  disease  deteaion 
methods. 

The  program  was  put  under  a  year-long 
quarantine  while  field  investigations  in 
the  Sacramento  River  were  initiated.  In 

1994,  the  rosene  agent  was  found  in  wild 
fall-run  chinook.  This  discovery  lifted 
the  quarantine  on  the  captive  brood- 
stock gametes,  and  about  30,000  eggs 
were  delivered  to  Coleman  Hatchery  in 

1995.  Current  research  focuses  on  nutri- 
tion and  maturation  to  increase  fenili- 
zation  rates. 

Funding  for  the  broodstock  program  has 
been  provided  by:  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  De- 
partment of  Water  Resources,  Depart- 
ment of  Fish  and  Game  salmon  stamp 
program,  and  the  National  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Foundation.  Category  III, 


resulting  from  the  1994  Bay/Delta 
Agreement,  will  provide  funding  in 
1996.  Implementing  agencies  are:  US. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Coleman 
National  Fish  Hatchery,  California 
Academy  of  Sciences,  Steinhart  Aquar- 
ium, University  of  California-Davis, 
Bodega  Marine  Laboratory.  In  1993, 
Congress  authorized  the  winter-run 
captive  broodstock  program  at  a  level 
of  S 1  million  annually. 

After  4  years,  the  broodstock  program 
has: 

•  Rapidly  established  interagency/projea 
coordination; 

•  Built  rearing  facilities  St  Bodega  Marine 
Laboratory  and  Steinhart  Aquarium 
literally  around  the  juvenile  salmon  as 
they  were  being  raised; 

•  Developed  long-term  feeding  and  rear- 
ing strategies; 

•  Developed  pathogen  detection  meth- 
ods and  fish  health  management  proto- 
cols to  improve  survivorship; 

•  Pro\-ided  original  genetic  research  result- 
ing in  a  method  using  e.\isting  technol- 
ogy to  identify  the  gender  of  a  juvenile 
salmon  and  pro\ision  of  genetic  man- 
agement direaion  to  the  broodstock; 

•  Pro\-ided  about  30,000  salmon  eggs  to 
Coleman  National  Fish  Hatchery. 

The  broodstock  program  is  holding  in 

captivity: 

Bodega  Marine  Laboratory 
Brood  year  1991    52  adult  salmon 
Brood  year  1992    25  maturing  salmon 
Brood  year  1993    249  year-2  salmon 

Steinhart  Aquarium: 
Brood  year  1993    256  year-2  salmon 
Brood  year  1994    619  yearling  salmon 

As  it  approaches  the  halfway  mark,  the 
10-year  Winter-Rim  Chinook  Salmon 
Captive  Broodstock  Program  has  over- 
come many  developmental  problems, 
has  esublished  the  infrastructure  neces- 
sary to  continue  at  full  production  status, 
and  can  do  so  until  the  program  is  no 
longer  necessary.  Most  importantly,  this 
program  will  contribute  to  the  recovery 
of  this  unique  salmon  stock. 
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RESEARCH  ACnVITIES  OF  THE  SACRAMENTO  RIVER 

WINTER  RUN  CHINOOK  CAPTIVE  BROODSTOCK  PROGRAM 

BODEGA  MARINE  LABORATORY  AND  STEINHART  AQUARIUM 
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Veterinary  Medicine  and  Epidemiology,  UCD;  Loo  Botsford,  Wildlife  &  Fisheries 
Conservation  Biology,  UCD;  Phillip  Hedrick,  Zoology,  Arizona  State  University; 
John  McCosker,  Steinhart  Aquanum,  California  Academy  of  Sciences 

Michael  Banks 

Barbara  Baldwin,  Scott  Blankenship,  Claus  Brigmann,  Kitty  Brown,  Kate 
Bucklin,  Zack  Burt,  Leshe  Hain,  Zac  Kain,  MeUssa  Lerch,  Karl  Menard,  Will 
Newman,  Sheila  Ryan,  Bridget  Wessa  and  David  White 


This  is  die  fifth  year  of  a  large  inter-institutional, 
inter-agency  project.  The  primary  goal  is  to  rear 
progeny  from  crosses  of  wild  winter  run  chinook 
salmon,  California's  most  imperiled  salmon  run 
currently  listed  as  endangered  by  the  U.S.  Fish  & 
Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  and  the  Cahfomia 
E>epartment  of  Fish  &  Game.  These  progeny  (of  a 
rapidly  declinmg  run  of  upper  Sacramento  River 
Chinook)  are  to  be  reared  to  maturity  in  captivity  to 
serve  as  an  insurance  program  should  the  run 
expenence  further  decline  and  as  an  enhancement 
program  if  the  captive  broodstock  can  reinforce  the 
effective  population  size.  Molecular  genetic  analysis 
will  help  to  determme  which  crosses  between  captive 
broodstock  and  wild-caught  adults  will  maximize 
genetic  diversity 

The  project  is  anticipated  to  last  for  at  least  ten 
years  Each  year,  approximately  1,000  presmolts  are 
transferred  to  BML  from  the  USFWS  Coleman 
National  Fish  Hatchery  (CNFH)  where  the  wild 
animals  are  spawned.  Once  the  fish  are  seawater- 
adapted  m  the  spring,  a  sub-group  of  25%  of  each 
cohort  IS  transferred  to  Steinhart  Aquarium  for  further 
insurance  and  for  pubhc  display.  The  BML  portion  of 
the  project  is  divided  into  three  major  tasks  The 
Broodstock  group  led  by  Paul  Siri,  Kristen  Arkush  and 
Ron  Hednck  rear  the  fish  to  maturity  and  determme 
environmental  and  fish  health  requirements  with  the 
goal  of  achievmg  mature  fish  with  viable  gametes. 
Dennis  Hedgecock  is  the  principal  investigator  for 
molecular  genetic  analysis. 

Molecular  Genetic  Analysis 

Molecular  genetic  tools  developed  for  pedigree 
determmation  of  the  mixed  captive,  winter  run  chmook 
broodstock  have  been  applied  to  facilitate  a  number  of 
management  decisions  this  past  year.  Allocation  of 


Brood  Year  (BY)  91  offspnng  to  family  has  enabled 
selection  of  candidate  spawners  with  absolute 
confidence  that  matmg  between  closely  related 
individuals  would  be  avoided    No  family  related 
fitness  differences  were  evident  from  both  the 
maturation  and  survival  data  for  this  year  class    A 
detailed  study  of  the  transmission  genetics  of 
microsateUites  showed  that  all  loci  developed  so  far 
show  simple  co-dominant  Mendehan  inhentance 

Our  contmued  use  of  sex-linked  polymerase  chain 
reaction  (PCR)  primers  for  sex  determmation  revealed 
a  notable  excess  of  females  (on  average  eight  females 
to  one  male)  in  BY  91  offspnng  for  all  fish  livmg  at 
age  two  years   We  are  currently  explonng  alternative 
explanations  for  this  surprising  result  by  determining 
the  sex  and  pedigree  offish  that  had  died  before  age 
two    Sexmg  of  wild-caught  broodstock  has  found  15 
males  and  27  females  among  the  candidate  spawners 
for  1995    On  another  research  front  in  collaboration 
with  Dr  Knsten  Arkush  from  the  fish  health  section  of 
the  project,  PCR  amplification  and  DNA  sequencmg 
of  the  rosette  agent  16S  rtbosomal  RNA,  has  yielded 
resources  for  the  development  of  screenmg  protocols 
for  disease  management.    Development  of  new 
microsatellite  loci  has  received  devoted  attention 
which  has  resulted  in  18  new  loci.  These,  together 
with  the  six  loci  developed  in  our  laboratory  last  year 
and  2 1  loci  received  m  collaboration  with  other 
laboratones  m  Nova  Scotia,  Seattle  and  Anchorage 
bring  the  total  number  of  loci  to  more  than  40  loci. 
This  greatly  increases  our  power  for  analysis    These 
markers  appear  to  be  of  great  value  for  discrinunation 
between  the  various  runs  of  chinook  salmon  that 
utilize  the  Sacramento-San  Joaqum  River  dramage 
system.  Such  discrimination  has  great  unportance  for 
the  conservation  of  winter  run.  The  ability  to  allocate 
out-migrating  juvenile  fish  to  specific  runs  enables 
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modification  of  water  management  policies  in  order  to 
lessen  the  chance  of  loss  of  any  particular  run. 

This  past  year  we  were  able  to  add 
characterization  of  spring  run  to  a  database  containing 
microsatellite  frequency  information  for  fall,  late  fall 
and  winter  run  fish.  Three  alleles  for  one  locus  appear 
specific  only  to  spring  run,  although  they  do  not  have 
high  frequency  in  spring  run.  It  remains  clear  that 
genotype  frequency  differences  between  runs  indicate 
a  strong  potential  for  discrimination  using  mixed  stock 
analysis. 

We  are  in  the  process  of  converting  from 
techniques  which  use  radioisotopes  to  ones  using 
fluorescence  for  visualization  of  microsatellite 
polymorphisms.  A  number  of  features  associated  with 
fluorescence  technology  increase  the  rate  at  which  we 
are  able  to  generate  and  process  data.  These 
advantages  together  with  the  obvious  gains  of  not 
having  to  work  with  radioactivity  improve  the  general 
nature  of  our  working  environment  with  a  notable 
increase  m  efficiency 

Fish  Disease  and  Broodstock 

Research  efforts  this  year  focused  on  an  important 
disease  of  the  captive  winter  run  chinook,  caused  by  a 
systemic  protist,  the  "rosette  agent",  which  has 
contnbuted  to  morbidity  and  mortality  in  the  fish  held 
at  both  the  Steinhart  Aquarium  and  BML    A  similar 
parasite  has  been  detected  in  other  Pacific  saUnonid 
populations    FoUowmg  detection  of  the  rosette  agent 
in  the  captive  population,  the  California  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game  (CDFG)  restricted  the  movement  of 
mfected  fish  and/or  their  gametes  While  this  agent  has 
not  been  detected  in  wild  wmter  run  chmook.  it  was 
detected  m  returmng  late  fall  run  chmook  m  1 995  at 
CNfFH    The  CDFG  has  smce  allowed  movement  of 
gametes  from  the  captive  broodstock  back  to  CNFH, 
thereby  assunng  the  contmued  contributions  of  the 
captive  program  to  the  propagation  efforts    However, 
methods  to  detect  the  parasite,  means  to  control 
infection,  and  the  relative  risk  of  spread  of  the  disease 
to  other  populations  contmue  to  be  investigated 

A  sensitive  method  to  detect  the  parasite  was 
recently  developed  at  the  BML  Fish  Disease 
Laboratory  in  collaboration  with  the  genetic  analysis 
group    Usmg  sequence  information  from  another 
rosette  agent  isolate,  a  rosette  agent-specific  genomic 
DNA  sequence  can  be  amplified  by  the  polymerase 
chain  reaction  (PCR)   By  this  method,  DNA  from  the 
rosette  agent  isolates  from  chinook  reared  in  Puget 
Sound  and  from  Atlantic  salmon  raised  in  a  private 
hatchery  in  Santa  Cruz.  Califorma  were  amplified, 
demonstrating  the  similarity  among  these  isolates   The 
primers  are  specific  for  rosette  agent  DNA,  and  do  not 
amplify  host  (sahnon)  DNA  or  DNA  from  other  fish 


parasites  tested  to  date  (PKX,  a  myxosporean;  Loma 
salmonae,  a  microsporidian).  These  primers  will  be 
used  to  amplify  rosette  agent  DNA  from  host  tissue, 
thereby  providing  a  more  sensitive  detection  method 
for  the  parasite. 

Experiments  are  also  underway  to  evaluate  the 
efficacy  of  a  rosette  agent  vaccine.  In  vitro  cultures  of 
the  parasite  were  killed  with  formalin,  then  used  to 
vaccinate  yearling  chinook  held  in  freshwater 
Another  experiment  in  progress  is  designed  to 
determine  the  relative  susceptibihty  of  5  salmonid 
species  (Oncorhynchus  mykiss,  O  kisulch.  O. 
tshawytscha,  Salmo  trutta.  and  Sahelinus  fontinalis) 
to  infection  by  the  rosette  agent.    Both  of  these 
experiments  are  being  conducted  at  the  University  of 
Califorma,  Davis,  Fish  Disease  Laboratory 
containment  facility 

Assessment  of  the  risk  of  disease  to  other 
salmonids  by  the  rosette  agent,  as  well  as  technological 
development  in  the  tools  of  early  detection  and 
treatment  for  the  disease  will  assist  in  the  recovery 
efforts  for  the  winter  run  chinook  through  the  captive 
propagation  program. 

In  June  of  1995,  the  broodstock  group  began 
preparing  for  the  maturation  of  the  1991  cohort,  the 
first  year  class  of  captive  wmter  run  chinook  reared  at 
BML    The  project  began  experimenting  with 
ultrasound  imaging  as  a  non-mvasive  alternative  to 
palpation  for  assessmg  gamete  development 
Separation  of  mamnng  fish  from  reproductively 
immature  anunals  by  ultrasound  allows  for  segregation 
of  spawnmg  candidates  and  reduced  handlmg  of 
immature  fish    This  technique  was  fu-st  descnbed  for 
use  m  determinmg  salmonid  sex  and  maturation  m 
Norway  and  is  now  part  of  routme  aquaculture 
practice  m  that  country    In  June  of  1995,  Dr  Arkush 
visited  the  Norwegian  Fish  Farmers"  Breedmg  Center 
at  KyrkssEterara  to  receive  training  m  the  use  of 
ultrasound    The  Sacramento  River  wmter  run  chmook 
captive  broodstock  program  will  be  the  first  project  of 
its  type  in  the  US  to  mcorporate  ultrasound  imagmg 
in  husbandry  practice    Anesthetized  fish  may  be 
scanned  using  a  dual  frequency  (5  0  and  7.5  MHZ) 
Imear  probe    Images  can  be  saved  digitally  and 
imported  into  the  project's  computerized  database.  In 
this  way,  gonadal  development  and  mamration  of  a 
particular  fish  can  be  followed  over  time    This 
information,  along  with  genotypic  analysis,  can 
identify  broodstock  that  might  contribute  to  the  winter 
run  chinook  propagation  program. 

The  broodstock  group  contmued  efforts  to  rear  the 
captive  winter  run  chmook  to  matunty  and  to 
cryopreserve  milt  from  precocious  males    Leshe  Hain, 
Karl  Menard,  and  David  White  have  cryopreserved 
milt  successfully  this  year,  and  are  now  planning  for 
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long-tenn,  large-capacity  cryopreservation  of  milt  A 
special  evening  section  of  this  year's  colloquium  on 
Endocrinological  Contributions  to  Pacific  Rim 
Aquaculture  focused  on  the  challenges  of  synchrony 
and  spawning  in  salmon  captive  broodstock  projects. 
This  workshop  was  organized  by  the  BML  broodstock 
group  and  included  sahnon  endocrinologists  from 
numerous  institutions  throughout  the  world. 
FoUowmg  discussions  at  this  workshop  the  broodstock 
group  is  planning  to  investigate  appropriate  endocrine 
implants  to  stimulate  and  synchronize  spawning. 
Additionally,  tfie  development  of  hatchery  facihties  at 
BML  is  underway  to  allow  for  on-site  spawning  A 
hatchery  would  allow  experimental  tests  of  inbreeding 
depression  and  vertical  transmission  of  the  rosette 
agent,  now  identified  in  multiple  year  classes  of 
captive  winter  run  chinook. 


Experiments  to  evaluate  the  efBcacy  of  ozone  to 
disinfect  seawater  for  captive  broodstock  life  support 
began  in  1995.  Ozone  is  produced  using  an  OREC 
model  SP3-AR  ozonator,  with  a  model  DM- 100 
monitor.  An  initial  design  to  treat  seawater  efiQuent 
involved  batch  treatment  of  water  in  an  in-ground 
1 500  gallon  tank  with  ozone  bubbled  into  the  water. 
Measurements  of  total  residual  oxidants  by  the  indigo 
method  and  bactericidal  activity  of  the  oxidants  by 
bacterial  plate  count  showed  that  this  initial  treatment 
regime  was  ineffective.  A  newly  installed  Mazzei 
venturi  in-line  injection  system  is  being  evaluated  with 
promising  results. 


Summary 

To  date,  the  experimental  nature  of  the  project,  as  to  whether  or  not  the  progeny  of  spawned  wild  winter-run  could 
be  raised  to  maturation  and  harvested  for  gametes,  has  been  addressed.  Five  cohorts,  including  some  of  the  remammg 
1991  year  class,  are  in  captivity  and  30,000  eggs  were  taken  at  the  end  of  four  years.  Numerous  broodstock  and  genetic 
questions  continue  to  be  investigated  as  the  basic  research  underpinning  the  role  of  captive  breeding  in  the 
maintenance  of  endangered  sahnon  races.  A  workshop  will  be  held  at  the  Bodega  Marine  Laboratory  in  March  1996 
addressing  the  diis  question  in  great  detail  Workshop  attendees  will  include  all  the  existing  sahnon  captive  breeding 
programs  and  researchers  and  agency  personnel  from  Oregon  to  Alaska  planning  new  ones.  Canadian  representatives 
will  also  be  in  attendance.  This  is  an  example  of  the  leadership  provided  by  this  project  in  coordinating  national 
scientific  focus  on  sahnonid  restoration.  A  goal  of  the  workshop  is  to  publish,  in  an  appropriate  fisheries  journal,  a 
benchmark  paper  that  is  derived  from  a  consensus  statement  formulated  by  workshop  participants  that  assesses  the 
status  of  sahnonid  captive  broodstock  technology,  progress  to  date,  major  research  questions  and  its  potential  as  a 
restoration  tool. 
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Spring  Run  Chinook  Salmon  Work  group 
1994-95  Progress  Report 

CA  Dept.  of  Fish  and  Game  Contract  #  FG405  IF 

1 .  The  work  group  met  1 1  times  in  1 994-95.  A  total  of  1 80  individuals  have  participated 
at  the  meetings.  Attendance  has  varied  from  25  to  76  people  The  mailing  list  has  grown 
to  250  receiving  monthly  meeting  notices,  agendas  and  meeting  notes. 

2.  During  this  period,  the  work  group  has  gone  through  an  evolutionary  process. 
Starting  the  period  as  a  planning/action  forum,  it  progressed  to  being  a  funding  agency 
for  restoration  projects,  and  finished  as  a  education/discussion  coordination  forum. 

3.  The  Work  group:  developed  and  worked  on  a  1995  action  plan.  This  plan  went 
through  several  redrafts,  being  modified  by  the  group  at  successive  meetings  of  the 
group  early  in  the  year.  The  plan  i  organized  by  basins,  consisted  of  the  30  action  items 
detailed  in  the  plan,  14  were  substantially  accomplished  by  entities  participating  in  the 
work  group  process.  The  remaining  tasks  in  the  action  plan,  which  were  not  completed 
during  the  1994-95  period  will  be  included  in  the  present  1995-96  contract  period. 

4.  During  1994  the  work  group  focused  additional  efforts  on  Butte  Creek.  The  work 
group  supported  the  effort  to  eliminate,  consolidate  re  configure,  or  screen  water 
diversions  on  Butte  Creek.  During  the  period,  reports  on  planning  progress  on  Butte 
Creek  were  received  by  the  work  group.  Discussion  and  field  trips  to  water  diversion 
sites,  led  to  action  by  work  group  members  which  helped  secure  funding  for  a  new  fish 
ladder  at  Parrot-Phelan  Dam  which  is  presently  under  construction.  Additionally, 
workgroup  members  helped  to  facilitate  funding  for  the  Western  Canal  Siphon  project. 

5.  During  the  period.  The  Nature  Conservancy  (TNC)  became  an  active  participant  in 
the  work  group  process.  TNC  staff  are  now  attending  work  group  meetings. 

6.  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  Wardens  were  assisted  and  supported  in  their  effort  to 
organize  a  volunteer  streamwalker  group  to  supplement  the  efforts  of  the  wardens  on 
Mill,  Deer  and  Butte  Creeks.  In  the  summer  of  1995,  this  became  an  active  project. 

7.  During  the  period,  the  workgroup  focused  effort  on  the  restoration  of  Spring  Run 
Chinook  Salmon  habitat  in  Battle  Creek.  A  series  of  old  hydropower  plants  on  battle 
Creek  had  dewatered  and  blocked  critical  summer  holding  reaches  of  the  creek.  The 
work  group  sought  the  involvement  of  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric,  the  project  owner- 
operators  in  restoring  spring  runs  in  Battle  Creek.  Work  group  members  and  staff 
worked  to  support  CDFG  efforts  to  involve  PG&E.  Early  in  1995,  CDFG  and  PG&E 
reached  agreement  on  a  restoration  plan  which  involved  water  rights  leasing,  (in 
midsummer  1995,  work  group  members  were  instrumental  in  securing  Category  III 
funding  for  this  project. 
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8.  The  work  group  continued  to  support  and  encourage  restoration  efforts  in  the  Mill 
and  Deer  Creek  Basins,  and  the  activities  of  the  two  watershed  conservancies.  The  work 
group  planned  to  seek  further  involvement  with  Tehema  County  Schools.  Work  group 
member  Anne  Bianci  has  started  an  innovative  watershed  involvement  program  in  the 
Tehama  County  schools. 

9.  The  work  group  closely  followed  and  strongly  supported  the  organi2ation  of  the  Deer 
and  Mill  Creek  Conservancies.  The  conservancies  developed  and  successfully  sponsored 
a  legislative  alternative  to  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation.  ;AB  1413,  which  was 
signed  into  law  by  Governor  Wilson  in  July  1995.  The  work  group  provided  a  forum  to 
facilitate  consent  for  this  action  by  environmental  groups  and  support  from  fishing 
groups  which  had  been  in  support  of  wild  and  scenic  designation 

10.  The  workgroup  actively  supported  the  proposal  to  secure  Delta  4  Pumps  mitigation 
funding  of  1 .6  million  dollars  for  the  Deer  Creek  water  exchange  project.  This  project, 
when  it  is  on-line,  will  insure  that  there  are  adequate  instream  flows  for  spring-run 
migration  in  dry  years. 

1 1 .  The  work  group  supported  and  encouraged  actions  to  improve  spring  run  populations 
on  Big  Chico  Creek.  One  such  action  was  relocation  of  The  M&T  Ranch  pumping  plant 
which  is  unscreened  and  which  causes  a  reverse  flow  problem  near  the  confluence  of  the 
creek  with  the  Sacramento  river.  Relocation  of  the  M&T  pumps  was  identified  as  a  top 
priority  action  by  CDFG  and  the  work  group.  Work  group  members  were  instrumental  in 
securing  Category  III  funding  for  this  project. 

12.  The  work  group  intensified  its  efforts  to  get  more  water  diverters  involved  in  its 
process  with  the  result  that  attendance  of  irrigation  district  representatives  has  increased. 

13.  While  the  work  group  has  chosen  not  to  directly  involve  itself  in  the  wide  range  of 
planning  and  operational  issues  relating  to  the  impacts  on  spring-run  chinook  of 
migration  through  the  Bay-Delta  system,  the  group  has  stayed  informed  on  the  issue. 
Regular  reports  on  the  progress  of  the  Bay-Delta  process  were  provided  to  the  work 
group.  Unfortunately,  the  needs  of  spring-run  outmigrants  did  not  receive  the  same  level 
of  consideration  in  the  December  1 5  Bay  Delta  Agreement  that  the  winter  run  did.  This 
was  reported  to  have  happened  because  spring-run  were  not  listed  as  were  winter-run. 

14.  The  work  group  including  several  workgroup  members  supported  and  participated  in 
the  development  of  a  study  to  review  fishery  impacts  of  fall  flooding  of  rice  fields  for 
rice  straw  decomposition.  The  study,  sponsored  by  The  Bay  Institute  resulted  in  an 
interim  report  completed  in  the  fall  of  1994.  Two  work  group  members  participated  in 
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its  preparation.  The  Bay  Institute  is  continuing  its  work,  and  the  work  group  will  be 
briefed  on  progress. 


15.  The  work  group  monitored  and  received  reports  on  The  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service  Federal  Endangered  Species  Act  listing  process.  Regular  reports  were  provided 
to  the  work  group.  In  addition,  work  group  members  continued  the  on  going  dialogue 
with  groups  that  are  supporting  a  formal  ESA  listing. 

16.  A  major  portion  of  the  work  group's  efforts  in  1994-95  was  on  the  selection  of 
restoration  projects  for  funding  from  a  $300,000.  Congressional  appropriation  to  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  (BOR)  for  projects  deemed  by  the  workgroup  to  benefit  spring- 
run  Chinook  salmon.  The  work  group  was  asked  to  assist  the  BOR  and  the  National  Fish 
and  Wild  life  Foundation  (NFWF)in  the  selection  of  projects  and  the  allocation  of  funds. 
The  project  selection  process  was  time  consuming  and  difficult  for  the  work  group. 

Sixteen  project  proposals  were  reviewed  and  prioritized.  Eight  projects  were 
subsequently  recommended  for  fiill  fimding  with  a  ninth  conditionally  identified  for 
partial  funding  as  follows: 

Fully  Funded 

(1)  A  watershed  inventory  of  potential  road  related  sediment  sources  in  the  Mill 
and  Deer  Creek  basins  by  Meadowbrook  Associates 

(2)  A  water  temperature  study  in  Butte  Creek  by  the  Calif.  Dept.  of  Water 
Resources. 

(3)  Administration  and  continued  facilitation  of  the  Spring  -Run  Work  group  by 
the  University  of  California  Sea  Grant  Program. 

(4)  An  evaluation  of  the  habitat  potential  of  the  Upper  Butte  Creek  Watershed  by 
the  nature  Conservancy. 

(5)  An  Instream  flow  study  on  Mill  Creek  by  a  subcontractor  to  Nor-  Cal  Guides. 

(6)  Control  of  bamboo  at  several  sites  on  Deer  Creek,  by  the  Deer  Creek 
Conservancy 

(7)  Installation  of  livestock  exclusion  fencing  by  the  Deer  Creek  Conservancy. 
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(8)  Provide  active  involvement  in  the  Bay-Delta  long-term  planning  process  by 
Natiiral  Heritage  Institute. 

Conditionally/Partially  Funded 

(1)  Develop  an  enhanced  GIS  database  for  Mill  Creek  by  Nor-Cal  Guides. 


After  having  gone  through  the  often  contentious  and  time  consuming  project  selection 
process,  the  work  group  decided  by  consensus  that  it  did  not  want  to  continue  as  a 
ftmding  agency,  but  rather  it  would  make  recommendations  for  project  fimding  fi-om 
other  sources  such  as  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act. 

17.  With  the  completion  of  the  fimding  process  and  the  successfiil  evolution  of 
watershed  conservancies  on  Deer,  Mill,  and  Butte  Creeks,  the  work  group  is  evolving  in 
the  direction  of  being  an  education,  information  sharing,  and  coordination  forum.  A 
1 996  action  plan  is  in  preparation.  New  opportunities  for  the  restoration  of  spring  -run 
Chinook  salmon  on  Battle  and  Clear  creeks  have  opened  up.  Meeting  attendance  is  again 
increasing.  The  public  perception  appears  to  be  that  the  work  group  has  successfiiUy 
overcome  tensions  caused  by  the  funding  process  and  is  back  on  course  to  fiirther  the 
recovery  of  spring-run  Chinook  salmon. 
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Mr.  RiGGS.  Audrey,  thank  you. 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Riggs. 
We  appreciate  all  of  you  and  your  attention. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Audrey,  do  you  want  very  quickly  to  introduce  your 
fellow  water  commission  members  who  joined  us  today? 

Ms.  Tennis.  Rick  Sorensen  and  Dan  Kriege,  and  Ray  Borsh,  our 
Executive  Officer.  We  couldn't  do  it  without  him.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  all  for  being  here. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Audrey,  I  am  sorry  I  missed  your  testimony.  I  will 
just  read  it.  Okay? 

Ms.  Tennis.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  it.  Lots  of  luck 
to  you 

Mr.  Myers  [presiding].  On  behalf  of  the  committee,  we  want  to 
apologize  to  everyone  here.  We  are  running  about  an  hour  late,  but 
we  had  votes  and  then  we  had  a  lot  of  the  delegation  from  Califor- 
nia that  wanted  to  be  recognized,  appropriately. 

And  I  also  want  to — I  would  like  to  address  those  who  had  the 
lunch  or  the  reception  last  night.  I  apologize  for  not  being  there. 
The  first  one  I  have  ever  missed,  I  think,  but  my  wife  is  hospital- 
ized at  Johns  Hopkins  in  Baltimore  and  I  had  an  appointment  with 
her  doctor  last  night.  So  I  really  felt  that  was  more  important. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  took  his  share  of  the  food. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  will  have  to 

Mr.  Bevill  [continuing].  And  expressed  his  regrets  for  not  being 
there. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Well,  John,  I  have  to  apologize,  too.  And  that  is  even 
more  of  a  failure  on  my  part.  But  I  have  come  down  with  bron- 
chitis, and  my  Chief  of  Staff  and  my  wife,  the  two  women  who  run 
my  life,  told  me  I  ought  to  go  home.  So  I  apologize  to  all  the 
CMANC  members,  but  we  are  here  today. 

Mr.  RiGGS  [presiding].  As  long  as  we  are  making  amends,  let  me 
point  out  for  the  record  that  I  wasn't  there  last  night  at  this — at 
this  joint  reception,  I  understand  between  CIMANC  and  the  Water 
Commission,  because  it  was  my  son's  14th  birthday.  And  besides 
that,  we  had  basketball  practice  as  well.  So  family  first,  we  say. 

Mr.  Bevill.  If  I  had  known  that,  I  would  have  gotten  your  part, 
too. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

CALIFORNIA  MARINE  AFFAIRS  AND  NAVIGATION 
CONFERENCE 

WITNESSES 

GERALJ)  L.  POPE,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
ROD  LUNDIN,  VICE  CHAIRMAN 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Gentlemen,  it  is  good  to  have  you  here  today. 

Mr.  Pope. 

Mr.  Pope.  Mr.  Riggs,  Mr.  Bevill  and  Mr.  Fazio,  it  is  our  privilege 
to  be  here  again  on  the  37th  year  that  CMANC  has  come  back  here 
to  deliver  testimony  on  behalf  of  our  California  Maritime  Projects. 

We  know  that  the  time  is  short.  We  don't  want  to  take  too  much 
time,  and  so  I  will  get  right  into  it  with  Rod  Lundin,  who  is  our 
Vice  Chairman,  who  will  be  calling  our  witnesses  to  the  table.  We 
want  to  thank  you  for  your  past  considerations  and  we  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  the  committee  in  our  future  requirements. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Mr.  Pope,  we  want  to  thank  you  for  your  invaluable 
contribution  to  the  bill. 

And,  Mr.  Lundin,  thank  you  for  joining  us  today. 

Mr.  Lundin.  Thank  you,  Gerry. 

Gentlemen,  I  first  of  all  have  to  indicate,  Stan  Minuski,  our 
Chairman,  was  detained  in  Los  Angeles.  He  regrets  not  being  here, 
and  as  Vice  Chairman,  I  was  asked  to  sit  in  for  him. 

As  Jerry  said,  we  have  been  here  now  before  you  for  37  years, 
and  we  have  always  enjoyed  the  reception  that  we  have  received. 
We  fully  understand  the  time  restraints  we  are  in  right  now,  and 
so,  as  we  have  during  these  37  years,  we  are  going  to  be  very  expe- 
ditious. 

We  are  here  today,  as  you  know,  to  present  the  CMANC  rec- 
ommendations for  funding  for  fiscal  1997.  And  this  is  a  document 
that  is  in  your  file.  We  want  to  point  out,  we  understand  there  is 
no  President's  budget  and  so,  therefore,  this  year  for  the  first  time 
what  we  are  presenting  here  in  this  document  are  our  rec- 
ommendations. And  obviously  that  will  have  to  be  reconciled  with 
the  President's  budget  when  it  comes  out.  There  are  a  few  changes 
in  the  numbers  that  you  find  in  the  summary,  and  those  will  be 
addressed  when  the  individual  members  come  before  you. 

We  are  perfectly  aware  of  the  budgetary  problems  that  are  facing 
Congress  and  you  folks,  and,  therefore,  we  have  tried  to  make  our 
recommendations  as  reasonable  and  conservative  as  possible.  How- 
ever, we  would  like  to  point  out  that  the — what  the  critical  eco- 
nomic impact  of  the  maritime  industry  is  on  California,  not  only  to 
California  but  to  the  Nation  as  well. 

There  is  an  extremely  high  ratio  of  benefit-to-cost  spent  on  those 
projects,  and  I  think  that  is  important  to  consider.  We  have  pre- 
pared a  position  paper  on  this  matter  and  it  is  in  your  file. 

Thank  you  once  again.  We  certainly  appreciate  being  here. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CITY  OF  RANCHO  PALOS  VERDES 

WITNESSES 

JOHN  McTAGGART,  MAYOR,  PRO  TEM,  AND  TREASURER,  CMANC 
LEE  BYRD,  CITY  COUNCIL  MEMBER 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  We  will  get  right  into  the  presentation  by  our 
project  sponsors,  and  first  John  McTaggart.  He  is  Treasurer  of 
CMANC  and  the  Mayor,  pro  tern,  of  the  City  of  Rancho  Palos 
Verdes. 

Mr.  McTaggart.  Thank  you,  gentlemen,  for  the  opportunity  to 
express  our  appreciation  for  your  past  support. 

We  are  requesting  $300,000  to  finish  the  feasibility  study  of  our 
coastal  erosion  project  which  first  saw  the  light  of  day  federally  in 
WRDA  1986.  In  the  interim,  I  have  been  around  long  enough  that 
I  am  now  serving  as  an  officer  of  CMANC  and  fascinated  by  the 
opportunity  to  support  the  Corps  in  the  coastal  problems  in  Califor- 
nia. 

With  that,  I  am  going  to  show  you  that  we  really  do  intend  to 
be  short.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  McTaggart  follows:] 
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Mr    Chairman  and  Members  of  the  distinguished  Subcommittee,  the  people  of  Rancho 
Palos  Verdes  thank  you  for  your  suppon  in  the  past  and  auain  request  your 
support  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Feasibility  Study  of  our  shoreline  erosion  and 
environmental  mitigation  study     The  study  is  approximately  10%  complete  and  needs  to 
have  the  federal  match  included  in  the  1997  budget  in  order  to  finish  this  work  we  began 
1 1  years  ago    Our  mitigation  will  prove  to  be  an  economic  benefit  to  any  port  that  needs 
otTsight  mitigation  in  the  form  of  an  economic  infusion  into  the  US.  economy. 

Our  City  is  a  partner  with  the  Corps  and  has  extended  its  available  resources  about  as  far 
as  we  can  atTord. 

Again,  we  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  it's  support  and  request  that  the  S300K  be  included 
in  the  Bill 
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Mr.  LUNDIN,  Next  is  Lee  Bjn-d,  who  is  a  Councilman  of  the  City 
of  Rancho  Palos  Verdes. 

Mr.  Byrd.  Thank  you,  gentlemen,  for  the  opportunity  to  address 
you  again  this  year.  I  certainly  enjoyed  it  last  year. 

We  thank  you  for  your  continued  support  of  Rancho  Palos 
Verdes,  the  coastline  erosion  study,  the  feasibility  study,  presently 
being  done  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  At  least  1,000  acres  of  valu- 
able intertidal  and  subtidal  habitat  have  been  destroyed,  not  to 
mention  200  homes  and  other  valuable  city  property.  We  respect- 
fully ask  that  $300,000  be  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1997  appro- 
priations to  complete  the  feasibility  study. 

The  study  has  been  continued,  even  though  it  is  delayed,  through 
the  use  of  prior  year  funds.  However,  without  appropriations  for 
1997,  that  project  will  be  dead,  because  the  Corps  cannot  continue 
with  it. 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  California  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game  are  cooperating.  We  have  met  with  them.  However,  the 
Corps  must  complete  the  feasibility  study  without  further  delay. 

We  certainly  appreciate  your  support  and  also  the  support  that 
Congresswoman  Jane  Harman  has  made  known  to  the  subcommit- 
tee. Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Byrd  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  this  distinguished 
Subcommittee 

Thank  you  for  your  continued  support  of  the  Rancho 
Palos  Verdes  coastline  erosion  study.   At  least  1000  acres 
of  valuable  inter-tidal  and  sub-tidal  habitat  have  been 
destroyed;  not  to  mention  200  homes  and  City  property. 

We  respectfully  ask  that  $300,000  be  included  in  FY1997 
appropriations  to  complete  the  Feasibility  Study. 

The  study  has  been  continued,  though  delayed,  by  use  of 
prior  year  funds.  However,  Mr.  Chairman,  without 
appropriations  for  1997,  the  project  will  be  dead. 
Neighboring  Federal  projects  need  the  resulting 
mitigation. 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  are  cooperating. 
However,  the  Corps  must  complete  the  Feasibility  Study 
without  future  delay. 

The  City  greatly  appreciates  the  support  that 
Congresswoman  Jane  Harman  has  made  known  to  the 
Subcommittee. 

Thank  you. 


2047 

WED^fESDAY,  March  6,  1996. 
SAN  LEANDRO  MARINA  CHANNEL 

WITNESS 
ELLEN  CORBETT,  MAYOR,  CITY  OF  SAN  LEANDRO,  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  LuNDiN.  Next  is  Ellen  Corbett,  Mayor  of  the  City  of  San 
Leandro. 

Ms.  Corbett.  Thank  you.  And  I  would  like  to  say  good  afternoon 
to  all  of  you  as  well. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  regarding  our 
fiscal  1997  appropriation  request  of  $1.5  million  for  the  mainte- 
nance dredging  at  the  San  Leandro  Marina  Channel.  I  have  sub- 
mitted more  detailed  written  testimony  for  the  record,  which  in- 
cludes a  fact  sheet  for  additional  background. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  support  of  this  project  in  the  past.  And 
the  Santa  Ana  Marina  is  located  southeast  of  San  Francisco  on  the 
east  shore  of  San  Francisco  Bay.  The  marina  channel  provides  ac- 
cess to  the  bay  for  the  entire  region.  Our  marina  and  small  craft 
harbor  is  utilized  by  citizens  from  throughout  the  bay  region  and 
provides  the  engine  which  drives  $8  million  of  economic  activity  an- 
nually. 

This  maintenance  dredging  project  is  part  of  a  25-year  partner- 
ship between  San  Leandro  and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and 
we  appreciate  this  committee  for  its  assistance  in  the  past. 

The  City  of  San  Leandro  has  been  an  equal  partner  in  paying  for 
the  cost  of  this  dredging  project  and  has  budgeted  $1.5  million  to 
the  cost  of  disposing  of  the  dredge  materials.  This  represents  a  100 
percent  match  of  the  requested  Federal  share. 

This  project  is  a  model  of  environmental  innovation.  It  is  the 
only  land-based  sediment  holding  site  in  the  region,  and  the  dredge 
sediment  is  used  to  provide  wetlands  restoration  and  wildlife  habi- 
tat. 

On  behalf  of  the  citizens  of  San  Leandro  and  the  people  of  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  area,  I  hope  the  subcommittee  will  look  favor- 
ably upon  our  request,  and  I  thank  you  for  your  time  and  consider- 
ation and  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions  you  would 
have. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you.  Mayor. 

Ms.  Corbett.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Corbett  follows:] 
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Good  morning  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee.  Thank 
you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  today  regarding  the  San  Leandro  Marina 
Channel  and  the  Fiscal  Year  1 997  Energy  and  Water  Appropriation.  I  am  Ellen  Corbett, 
Mayor  of  the  City  of  San  Leandro.  I  want  to  speak  to  you  today  regarding  San  Leandro's 
request  for  funding  for  maintenance  dredging  of  the  San  Leandro  Marina  Channel  in 
1997.  The  Fact  Sheet  attached  to  my  testimony  provides  some  additional  background 
material  supplementing  my  remarks  to  you  today. 

San  Leandro  is  located  south  east  of  San  Francisco  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
region  and  is  home  to  approximately  70,000  people.  A  key  feature  of  the  City's 
geography  is  the  4.5  miles  of  San  Francisco  Bay  shoreline  that  the  City  owns  and  which 
provides  a  number  of  enviroimiental  and  natural  resource  activities  to  the  citizens  of  San 
Leandro  and  the  entire  eastern  region  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.  At  present,  the 
shoreline—known  as  the  Shoreline  Recreation  Area—includes  a  455  berth  marina,  three 
restaurants,  a  hotel,  a  small  boat  sailing  lagoon,  two  golf  courses  and  extensive  park 
facilities,  including  the  City's  portion  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Trail,  which  when 
completed,  will  encircle  the  entire  San  Francisco  Bay. 

While  the  Shoreline  Recreation  Area  provides  many  different  recreation 
opportunities,  it  is  the  Marina  and  the  Small  Craft  Harbor  that  is  the  engine  behind  much 
of  the  recreational  and  economic  activity  within  the  Area.  The  Marina  provides  berthing 
for  hundreds  of  small  crafts  which  use  the  Marina  Channel  to  access  the  deep  waters  of 
the  San  Francisco  Bay.  Because  of  the  unique  location  of  the  Small  Craft  Harbor,  it, 
along  with  the  Marina  and  the  Charmel  to  the  Bay,  is  utilized  by  citizens  from  throughout 
the  Bay  Area.  It  is  estimated  that  $8  million  is  generated  annually  within  the  Shoreline 
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Recreation  Area.  We  are  also  currently  working  on  additional  economic  development  in 
this  area,  some  of  which  will  assist  on  future  dredging  maintenance  funding  activities. 

The  1997  dredging  event  is  anticipated  to  generate  approximately  200,000  cubic 
yards  of  dredged  material  which  the  City  will  transfer  to  the  City's  Dredged  Material 
Management  Site  (DMMS),  the  only  land  based  sediment  holding  site  in  the  region. 
Disposal  of  the  sediments  on  land  both  removes  harmful  heavy  metals  from  the  Bay  and, 
because  of  the  environmentally  conscious  way  the  Site  is  managed,  provides  a  habitat  for 
shorebirds  during  the  years  between  dredging  cycles  and  contributes  to  the  City's 
Marshlands  Restoration  project  which  has  restored  approximately  400  acres  of  wetlands. 

In  addition  to  the  recreation  and  economic  benefits  that  are  linked  to  the  San 
Leandro  Marina,  Small  Craft  Harbor  and  Channel,  they  satisfy  other  needs.  For  example, 
the  Nine  Bay  Area  County  Regional  Transportation  Network  has  designated  the  Marina 
and  the  Small  Craft  Harbor  as  a  potential  secondary  ferry  location  that  could  be  utilized 
to  transport  goods  and  people  to  critical  points  such  as  airports  and  hospitals  should  a 
highway  or  other  transportation  arteries  become  inaccessible.  Also,  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard 
has  incorporated  the  Marina  and  Small  Craft  Harbor  to  remain  vital  components  of  these 
regional  and  disaster  preparedness  activities. 

The  City  and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  have  shared  on  an  equal  basis  both  the 
responsibilities  and  costs  associated  with  dredging  the  San  Leandro  Marina  Channel.  The 
Corps  has  traditionally  undertaken  the  actual  dredging  of  Marina  Channel  while  the  City 
handles  the  drying  and  disposal  activities.  This  collaborative  approach  has  been 
successfully  employed  for  nearly  25  years.  Next  year  will  be  no  exception.  Indeed,  the 
City  has  budgeted  $1 .5  million  for  the  costs  of  drying  the  dredged  materials  and  its 
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disposal  upland.  With  the  costs  of  dredging  the  San  Leandro  Marina  Channel  in  1997 
estimated  at  $1.5  million,  the  local-Federal  ratio  represents  a  100%  match  by  the  City. 

Access  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay  is  an  integral  component  of  the  San  Leandro 
Marina  and  Small  Craft  Harbor  and,  therefore,  to  the  success  of  the  entire  Shoreline 
Recreation  Area.  The  Marina  and  Harbor  contribute  significantly  to  economic 
development  in  the  City  and  the  region,  to  environmental  quality  in  the  Bay  and  the 
City's  Marshalnds  Restoration  project,  and  to  regional  emergency  preparedness  needs. 
As  such.  Congressman  Pete  Stark,  Senator  Dianne  Feinstein  and  Senator  Barbara  Boxer 
strongly  support  the  dredging  of  the  Marina  Channel  and  have  written  to  the 
Administration  to  urge  that  funding  for  the  project  be  included  in  the  President's  FY97 
Budget.  We  also  appreciate  the  strong  support  of  the  California  Marine  Affairs  and 
Navigation  Conference  (CMANC). 

On  behalf  of  the  citizens  of  San  Leandro  and  those  from  throughout  the  Bay  Area, 
I  hope  that  this  Subcommittee  will  look  favorably  upon  our  request  for  maintenance 
dredging  assistance.  Thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration  and  1  would  be  pleased 
to  answer  any  questions  members  of  the  Subcommittee  may  have. 

f:\cm\cmcorr\sue\mayor.tst 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
PORT  OF  EUREKA-HUMBOLDT  BAY  HARBOR 
RECREATION  AND  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 

WITNESSES 

NANCY  FLEMMING,  MAYOR,  CITY  OF  EUREKA 

ROY  CURLESS,  PRESIDENT,  HUMBOLDT  BAY  HARBOR  COMMISSION 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Next  we  have  Nancy  Flemming,  Mayor  of  the  City 
of  Eureka. 

Ms.  Flemming.  Thank  you.  I  am  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Eure- 
ka, and  I  am  also  a  CaUfornia  Coastal  Commissioner. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  And  also  a  very  good  friend  and  very  important  con- 
stituent of  mine. 

Ms.  Flemming.  Well,  thank  you  very  much,  Mr,  Riggs. 

Good  afternoon  to  all  of  you,  and  thank  you  for  having  me  here. 
I  am  here  as  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Eureka,  Port  of  Eureka, 
Humboldt  Bay,  to  tell  you  about  the  strong  partnership  that  the 
City  of  Eureka  and  our  Humboldt  Bay  Harbor  District  share. 

They  put  so  much  work  and  effort  into  the  deepening  of  the  har- 
bor. We  put  millions  of  dollars  of  commitment  toward  the  land-side 
improvements/port  enhancement  that  in  our  region  is  the  key  to 
our  future.  You  are  one  of  our  partners  and  we  rely  on  this,  and 
we  appreciate  the  help  you  have  given  us  in  the  past. 

As  we  tie  together  the  transportation  issues  in  Northern  Califor- 
nia, we  are  also  proposing  in  our  harbor  an  intermodal  facility  that 
we  will  be  talking  with  you  over  the  next  few  years  about  helping 
us  fund.  But  tying  the  harbor,  which  is  about  transportation,  to  the 
intermodal  inland  facility  that  would  service  our  rail,  buses,  and 
our  new  cruise  ship  industry  that  is  coming  into  the  Port  of  Eure- 
ka, thanks  to  the  partnership  with  our  harbor  district  and  city 
working  together.  We  are  diversifying  the  uses  on  our  harbor,  and 
we  think  that  is  an  important  part  of  our  future. 

The  intermodal  facility  that  we  will  also  be  introducing  is  a  con- 
cept that  is  new  and  different,  and  we  think  will  be  a  model  con- 
cept for  the  entire  country  in  that  it  will  produce  its  own  revenues. 

It  will  have  child  care  facilities  for  the  customers  that  come 
there.  It  will  service  the  buses,  trains,  rail  and  have  all  of  our  visi- 
tor-serving uses  there  as  well.  We  will  have  retail  and  restaurants. 
So  it  is  an  important  part  of  connecting  to  the  bay. 

We  will  be  working  on  this  in  the  future  and  coming  to  you  for 
funding,  and  this  is  a  great  opportunity  for  the  Port  of  Eureka  and 
the  City  of  Eureka  to  come  together  as  partners,  and  ask  you  to 
be  partners  in  our  future. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Riggs.  Thank  you.  Mayor  Flemming. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Flemming  follows:] 
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STATEMENT 

OF 

MAYOR  NANCY  FLEMMINQ 

EUREKA,  CAUFORNIA 

AT  A  HEARINQ  ON 

FISCAL  YEAR  1997  ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS 

BEFORE 

THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERQY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  SENATE 

WASHINGTON,  D.C. 

WEDNESDAY.  MARCH  6.  1996 


Good  morning  Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  th«  Comminee.  I  am  hers  m  Mayor 
of  th«  City  of  Eurtia  •  the  Port  of  Eurelca,  Humboldt  Bay,  to  tall  you  about  tha  strong 
partnership  the  City  of  Eureka  has  with  the  Humboldt  Bay  Harbor  District.  TNs  Is  a 
sueoasefu!  partnarthip  to  augment  our  budgets  and  maximize  our  potential.  We 
consider  you  an  Integral  part  of  that  partnership.  We  are  committed  to  keeping  our 
port  a  viable  deep  water  port,  creating  coonomlo  haalth  in  a  depressed  region. 
Humboldt  Bay  Is  our  greatest  asset.  Together  we  have  diversified  the  uses  on 
Humboldt  Bay.  We  have  brought  two  new  industries  to  Humboldt  Bay  that  will  create 
value^dded  products  •  a  much  needed  diversification  as  our  natural  resources  are 
depleted.  Together  we  created  history  by  bringing  the  first  cruise  ships  to  Humboldt 
Bay  as  a  port  of  call,  and  it  ic  of  paramount  importance  that  we  continue  the  Humboldt 
Bay  and  Harbor  deepening  project.  Humboldt  Bay  is  about  transportation  and  we  are 
partnering  with  Humboldt  Transit  Authority  on  a  new  transportation  concept.  An 
intermodal  facility  serving  buses,  trains  and  cruise  ship  passengers.  This  multi-use 
facility,  combining  these  services  with  visitor  serving  facilities  as  well  as  child  care 
facilities  would  be  a  public/private  partnership,  and  unique  in  that  this  public  facility 
will  produce  revenues,  and  reduce  the  drain  on  taxpayer  dollars.  We  believe  this 
intermodal  project  to  be  a  model  project  for  the  country,  at  a  partner,  leveraging 
Federal  dollars  with  local  dollars  to  keep  our  Harbor  and  transportation  services  viable 
for  years  to  come. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  request  support  for  the  Port  of  Eureka,  Humboldt  Bay, 
and  Its  projects.  We  are  moving  forward.  We  have  a  vision.  We  have  a  plan.  And 
with  partnerships  we  have  begun  implementation.  We  need  your  help. 
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Mr.  LUNDIN.  Our  next  presenter  and  sponsor  is  Roy  Curless, 
President  of  the  Humboldt  Bay  Harbor  Commission. 

Mr.  Curless.  I  will  be  very  brief,  Mr.  Chairman,  Frank. 

Mr.  RiGGS,  Particularly  since  you  know  you  are  going  to  see  me 
at  the  Fortuna  Parade  and  Rodeo.  You  can  always  bend  my  ear 
there. 

Mr.  Curless.  You  want  to  talk  about  the  Rodeo,  really  the  Hum- 
boldt Bay  Harbor  District  has  a  dredge  project  of  $3  million.  We 
are  looking  for  your  support  and  I  have  submitted  my  written  testi- 
mony. 

Thank  you,  gentlemen,  very  much. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Let  me  just  also,  if  we  can,  Roy,  did  you  want  to  rec- 
ognize Jerry  real  quick? 

Mr.  Curless.  I  would  be  happy  to.  You  got  me  confused  about 
the  Fortuna  Rodeo.  This  is  Jerry  Scott  and  his  wife  Mary,  as  well 
as  Dolores  Valentini  from  Eureka. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  We  are  so  pleased  to  have  you  all  here.  Thank  you 
so  much  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Riggs. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Curless  follows:! 
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STATEMENT 

OF 

COMMISSIONER  ROY  CURLESS 

PRESIDENT 

HUMBOLDT  BAY  HARBOR,  RECREATION  AND  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 


AT  A  HEARING  ON 
FISCAL  YEAR  1997  ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS 

BEFORE 
THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 
U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
WASHINGTON,  D.C. 


WEDNESDAY,  MARCH  6,  1996 


MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE,  THANK  YOU  FOR  THE 
OPPORTUNITY  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU. 

I  AM  COMMISSIONER  ROY  CURLESS,  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  HUMBOLDT  BAY 
HARBOR,  RECREATION  AND  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT,  AND  I  AM  HERE 
REPRESENTING  ITS  GOVERNING  BODY  OF  ELECTED  COMMISSIONERS. 

THE  COMMISSION  HEREIN  EXPRESSES  ITS  APPRECIATION  TO  OUR 
CONGRESSMAN  FRANK  RIGGS,  A  MEMBER  OF  THIS  COMMITTEE,  AND  TO  YOU, 
MR.  CHAIRMAN,  AND  TO  CONGRESSMAN  FAZIO,  AND  THE  OTHER  MEMBERS  OF 
THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE  AND  STAFF,  FOR  THEIR  CONTINUING  EFFORTS  IN 
FUNDING  THE  DEEPENING  NAVIGATION  PROJECT  OF  CRITICAL  IMPORTANCE 
NOT  ONLY  FOR  FUTURE  DEVELOPMENT  BUT  FOR  THE  SAFETY  OF  HUMBOLDT 
BAY  AND  ITS  USERS.  IN  PARTICULAR,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THE 
COMMISSIONERS  OF  HUMBOLDT  BAY  VALUE  YOUR  EFFORTS  TO  MOVE  THE 
PROJECT  THROUGH  THE  ADMINISTRATIVE  REVIEW  PROCESS. 
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THE  COMMISSION  IS  GRATIFIED  THAT  THE  CHIEF  OF  ENGINEERS,  IN 
OCTOBER  OF  1995,  APPROVED  THE  NAVIGATION  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT  FOR 
HUMBOLDT  BAY  AND  HARBOR.  I  UNDERSTAND  THE  CHIEF'S  REPORT  IS 
AWAITING  TRANSMITTAL  TO  CONGRESS  AND  THE  OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMENT  AND 
BUDGET  (0MB)  HAS  RECEIVED  A  BRIEFING  ON  THE  PROJECT  BY  THE  CORPS. 

A  $3  MILLION  APPROPRIATION  FOR  FY97  WOULD  ENABLE  THE  CORPS  TO 
INITIATE  CONSTRUCTION.  THE  PRELIMINARY  ENGINEERING  AND  DESIGN 
WORK  STARTED  IN  1995. 

THE  HUMBOLDT  BAY  AND  HARBOR  DEEPENING  PROJECT  IS  A  KEYSTONE  IN 
THE  OVERALL  HUMBOLDT  BAY  ENHANCEMENT  PLAN.  THIS  PLAN  IS 
CONCEIVED  TO  DIVERSIFY  THE  ECONOMY,  FROM  HISTORICALLY  A  RESOURCE 
TIMBER  ECONOMY  AND  TO  CREATE  SAFER  HARBOR  OPERATIONS  IN  ONE  OF 
THE  MOST  VALUABLE  ESTUARINE  HARBORS.  PORT  DEVELOPMENT  IS 
IMPORTANT  TO  HUMBOLDT  BAY  HARBOR  DISTRICT  AND  THE  SURROUNDING 
REGION  BECAUSE  OF  THE  POTENTIAL  FOR  JOB  GROWTH.  THE  UNEMPLOYMENT 
RATE  IN  HUMBOLDT  COUNTY  IS  9.1%  AND  AS  HIGH  AS  18%  IN  ONE  OF  THE 
NEIGHBORING  COUNTIES. 

THE  HARBOR  COMMISSION  IS  WORKING  IN  COOPERATION  WITH  HUMBOLDT 
COUNTY.  THE  CITY  OF  EUREKA,  AND  THE  NORTH  COAST  RAILROAD 
AUTHORITY  BUT  NEEDS  FEDERAL  CONTRIBUTION  AS  THE  KEYSTONE  IN  ORDER 
TO  MEET  ITS  FINANCIAL  COMMITMENTS.  THE  COMMISSION,  AS  LOCAL 
SPONSOR,  HAS  COMMENCED  THE  FORMATION  OF  A  HUMBOLDT  BAY  HARBOR 
IMPROVEMENT  DISTRICT,  WHICH  WILL  ALLOW  US  TO  PROCEED  SIDE  BY  SIDE 
WITH  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT. 
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THANK  YOU  FOR  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  REQUEST  SUPPORT  FOR  THE 
HUMBOLDT  BAY  AND  HARBOR  DEEPENING  PROJECT  AS  PART  OF  THE  FISCAL 
YEAR  1997  ENERGY  AND  WATER  REGULAR  APPROPRIATIONS.  WE  LOOK 
FORWARD  TO  APPEARING  BEFORE  YOU  IN  THE  FUTURE  AND  PROVIDING 
PROGRESS  REPORTS  ON  THIS  CRITICAL  PROJECT. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
MORRO  BAY  HARBOR  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

WITNESS 
CATHY  NOVAK,  MAYOR  PRO  TEM,  CITY  OF  MORRO  BAY 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Next  is  Cathy  Novak,  Mayor  pro  tern  of  the  City  of 
Morro  Bay. 

Ms.  Novak.  Good  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman.  My  name  is  Cathy 
Novak.  I  am  a  commercial  fisherman  from  Morro  Bay. 

Over  120  years  ago  the  local  mariners  and  others  requested  the 
assistance  of  the  Federal  Government  to  solve  the  problem  of  the 
Morro  Bay  Harbor  entrance.  Congress  authorized  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  help  with  our  problems.  It  was  not  only  in  1942 
when  the  U.S.  Navy  requested  assistance  that  any  improvements 
were  made;  when  the  war  ended,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  retained 
the  responsibility  to  maintain  the  harbor. 

Many  ebbs  and  flows  have  happened  since  that  time.  However, 
I  am  here  today  to  proudly  say  that  because  of  your  past  appropria- 
tions, we  are  near  completion  of  our  harbor  entrance  improvement 
project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  not  only  is  Morro  Bay  the  only  all-weather  com- 
mercial and  small  craft  harbor  in  a  200-mile  stretch  of  the  Califor- 
nia coast,  but  this  harbor  provides  approximately  700  jobs,  $53.5 
million  annually  to  the  economy. 

Therefore,  the  City  Council  respectfully  asks  the  subcommittee  to 
appropriate  $300,000  for  engineering  and  design  in  fiscal  year  1997 
in  preparation  for  maintenance  dredging  in  fiscal  year  1997.  Now 
that  we  have  this  valuable  project  done  we  would  all  like  to  strive 
to  maintain  it. 

Finally,  as  Mayor  Pro  Tem  of  Morro  Bay,  President  of  the  Morro 
Bay  Commercial  Fishermen's  Organization  and  Vice  Chairman  of 
the  California  Seafood  Council,  I  again  thank  the  Congress  for  its 
support  on  the  Corps'  work  at  Morro  Bay.  I  also  urge  your  contin- 
ued congressional  support  of  the  West  Coast  commercial  fishing  in- 
dustry that  is  so  vital  to  Morro  Bay. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Novak  follows:] 
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Statement  of 

Cathy  Novak 

Mayor  Pro  Tem 

Morro  Bay,  CA 

Before  the 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water 

U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 

March  6, 1996 


Morro  Bay  Harbor  Entrance  prior  to  completion 
of  Entrance  Improvement  Project. 
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Mr.  Chairman, 


Over  120  years  ago  local  mariners  and  others  requested  the  assistance  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  solve  the  treacherous  navigational  problems  at  the  Morro  Bay 
harbor  entrance.  Congress,  at  that  time,  authorized  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
investigate  our  problem.  It  was  not  until  1942  when  the  US  Navy  requested 
assistance  that  any  improvements  were  made.  When  the  war  ended,  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  retained  the  responsibility  to  maintain  the  harbor. 

Many  ebb  and  floods  have  happened  since  that  time.  However,  I  am  here  today  to 
proudly  say  that  because  of  your  past  appropmations  we  are  near  completion  of  our 
harbor  entrance  improvement  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  not  only  is  Morro  Bay  the  only  all  weather  commercial  and  small 
craft  harbor  in  a  200  mile  stretch  of  the  California  Coast  but,  this  harbor  provides 
approximately  700  jobs  and  53.5  million  dollars  annually  to  tha  economy. 

Therefore,  the  City  Council  respectfully  asks  the  Subcommittee  to  appropriate 
$300,000  for  engineering  and  design  in  FV'97  In  preparation  for  maintenance 
dredging  in  FY98.  Now  that  we  have  this  valuable  project  dona,  I  would  like  all  of 
us  to  strive  to  maintain  it. 

Finally,  as  Mayor  Pro  Tem  of  Morro  Bay,  President  of  the  Morro  Bay  Commercial 
Fisherman's  Organization,  and  Vice  Chairman  of  the  California  Seafood  Coundl,  I 
again  tHank  the  Congress  for  its  support  of  the  Corps'  work  at  Morro  Bay.  I  also  urge 
your  continued  Congressional  support  of  the  West  Coast  commercial  fishing 
industry  that  is  so  vital  to  Mono  Bay. 
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U.S.  Coast  Guard  and  City  of  Morro  Bay  Harbor  Patrol 
standing  by  at  Harbor  Entrance  area. 
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ANALYSIS  OF  ECONOMIC  BENEFITS  OF  DREDGING  MORRO  BAY  HARBOR 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

Morro  Bay  Harbor  navigational  improvements  were  initially  constructed  as  an  emergency  naval 
base  during  World  War  II.  In  FY  1995-96  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (ACOE)  completed 
construction  of  the  Morro  Bay  Harbor  Entrance  Improvement  Project  to  enhance  commerce, 
fisheries  and  navigational  safety  on  the  Pacific  coast.  Since  World  War  11  the  ACOE  has 
constructed  and  maintained  the  navigational  features  in  Morro  Bay  harbor   Recently,  the  ACOE 
has  proposed  policies  that  would  limit  federal  maintenance  dredging  efforts  in  recreational 
harbors     This  report  concludes  that  Morro  Bay  harbor  is  a  small  commercial  harbor  with 
significant  local  and  national  economic  importance  and  analyzes  the  benefits  of  continued  federal 
maintenance  dredging  in  Morro  Bay  harbor. 

Morro  Bay  Harbor  supports  approximately  250  home  ported  commercial  fishing  vessels  and 
related  marine  dependent  businesses;  the  Chevron  Estero  Bay  Marine  Terminal,  the  PG&E  Morro 
Bay  power  plant,  and  a  thriving  tourism  industry  based  on  port  activities.  Due  to  the  fact  the 
harbor  has  very  little  recreational  harbor  facilities  to  generate  revenues,  there  is  no  locai^  sponsor 
to  assist  with  dredging  costs  should  the  federal  government  cease  or  reduce  maintenance  dredging 
support.  All  of  the  above  uses  would  be  reduced  or  eliminated  without  federal  dredging  support. 
In  addition,  in  1995  Morro  Bay  was  incorporated  into  the  National  Estuary  Program.  While 
studies  are  underway,  it  now  appears  that  dredging  of  navigational  channels  enhances  tidal 
dynamics  and  promotes  restoration  of  estuary  resources.  This  benefit  cannot  be  quantified  in 
economic  terms  at  this  time. 

Following  is  a  summary  of  economic  benefits  fi-om  dredging: 

DIRECT  PRODUCTION  AND  PAYROLL  ANNUAL  VALUE:  $53.5  MILLION 

DIRECT  EMPLOYMENT:  711    JOBS 

INDIRECT  SALES  AND  SERVICES  VALUE:  $32  MILLION 

INDIRECT  EMPLOYMENT:  250  JOBS 

SHIPPING/CARGO  SERVICES  VALUE 

Chevron  Estero  Bay  Marine  Terminal  crude  oil  through  put:  $500  MILLION 

ANNUAL  FEDERAL  DREDGING  COST:  $  1,200,000 

ANNUAL  ECONOMIC  BENEFITS:  $53,500,000 


EACH  FEDERAL  DOLLAR  INVESTED  IN  DREDING  MORRO  BA  Y  HARBOR 
RETURNS  45  TIMES  IN  ECONOMIC  BENEFIT 
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Monterey 


MORRO  BAY  HARBOR 
VICINITY  MAP 


Figure  1.  Project  Location 


2065 

Wednesday,  March,  6,  1996. 
SAN  MATEO  COUNTY  HARBOR  DISTRICT 

WITNESSES 

DONALD  SHERER,  BOARD  OF  HARBOR  COMMISSIONER 
BETTY  STONE,  BOARD  OF  HARBOR  COMMISSIONER 

Mr.  LuNDlN.  Next  we  have  Don  Sherer  of  our  Board  of  Harbor 
Commissioners. 

Mr.  Sherer.  Good  morning.  I  have  submitted  written  testimony 
that  I  would  like  to  have  made  part  of  this  record,  and  I  would  par- 
aphrase the  written  testimony. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  been  conducting  a  recon  study  for  a 
Federal  project  channel  at  Pillar  Point  Harbor  in  San  Mateo  Coun- 
ty for  the  last  two  years.  We  have  been  told  the  Corps  has  deter- 
mined that  they  have  a  continued  interest  in  the  harbor,  and  the 
cost-benefit  ratio  required  by  the  law  is  there. 

To  date,  the  recon  study  for  Pillar  Point  Harbor  has  cost  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  $346,000.  The  feasibility  study  will  cost  the 
Corps  $745,000  and  cost  the  San  Mateo  County  district  $360,000. 
The  actual  dredging  will  run  $820,000.  Of  this  total  project, 
$1,925,000,  of  which  only  43  percent  is  for  the  actual  construction, 
the  remaining  57  percent  will  have  gone  to  studies  and  other  costs 
associated  with  the  project. 

We  sincerely  believe  the  U.S.  Government  does  have  continued 
interest  in  the  industry  of  the  harbor  itself.  Likewise,  we  believe 
that  the  U.S.  Grovemment  should  have  a  continuing  interest  in 
similar  harbors  not  only  in  California,  but  up  and  down  the  coast 
of  the  United  States. 

We,  the  small  harbors,  do  not  mind  paying  our  fair  share  of  the 
costs.  However,  Congress  and  the  Corps  must  find  ways  to  make 
smaller  projects  cost  less  to  local  sponsors.  Several  in  the  San 
Francisco  office  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  have  suggested  that  pro- 
visions can  be  made  to  proceed  directly  from  the  recon  study  to  the 
construction  stage  for  smaller  projects  such  as  ours.  If  this  could 
be  formalized,  you  and  I  as  taxpayers  and  representatives  would  be 
further  ahead.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  We  appreciate  those  policy  recommendations.  I  think 
they  are  thoughtful,  and  I  think  they  do  go  to  the  heart  of  some 
of  the  concerns  that  smaller  port  authorities  or  harbor  districts 
have. 

Mr.  Sherer.  We  are  looking  at  approximately  43,000  cubic  yards. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Is  Pillar  Point  on  the  coast  or  the  bay? 

Mr.  Sherer.  It  is  on  the  coast  of  Half  Moon  Bay. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Sherer  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON 
ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 


Presented  by  the  Honorable  Donald  Sherer 
Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners 
San  Mateo  County  Harbor  District 
San  Mateo  County,  California 

March  6,  1996  -  Washington,  DC 


Good  Morning 

Thank  you  very  much  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  today  on  what  has  become  a  pivotal  issue 
for  the  U.S.  Government,  and  its  relationship  to  the  States. 

Historically,  the  federal  government  has  had  an  interest  in  the  creation  and  maintenance  of  small  vessel  commercial 
harbors  on  the  coast.  The  various  harbors  have  served  coastwise  shipping,  the  offshore  oil  industry,  fisheries  and  a 
myriad  of  other  users  over  the  years.  The  revenues  derived  from  these  smaller  harbors  have  contributed  greatly  to 
the  local  communities,  states  and  the  Federal  government  through  the  taxes  imposed  on  wages,  sales,  imports,  etc. 
Although  1  don't  have  the  figures  in  front  of  me  I  am  sure  that  the  cost/benefit  ratio  over  time,  beginning  with  the 
creation  of  most  of  the  individual  ports  has  been  well  in  excess  of  the  current  guidelines  to  warrant  federal 
involvement. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  been  conducting  a  RECON  study  of  the  Pillar  Point  Harbor  over  the  past  two  years. 
Numerous  visits  have  been  made  to  the  harbor  to  view  the  breakwater,  the  beach  areas,  the  marsh  area  and  intertidal 
habitat,  and  of  course,  the  commercial  facilities  of  the  harbor.  Thousands  of  hours  of  combined  staff  time  have 
been  devoted  to  providing  assistance  to  the  Corps  personnel  in  conducting  their  study.  We  have  been  told  that  the 
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Corps  has,  in  fact,  determined  that  they  have  a  continued  interest  in  the  harbor;  that  they  are  interested  in  creating  a 
federal  project  channel  from  the  Pillar  Point  lighted  entrance  buoy,  through  the  breakwater  entrance,  and  to  the 
Romeo  Pier;  and  that  the  cost/benefit  ratio  required  by  law,  is  there.  We,  the  San  Mateo  County  Harbor  District 
applaud  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  making  this  determination,  because  truly,  there  should  be  a  federal  interest  in  the 
harbor. 

To  date,  the  RECON  study  for  Pillar  Point  Harbor  has  cost  the  Corps  of  Engineers  -  read  that  as  taxpayer  -  you  and 
I,  approximately  $346,000.  The  appropriated  amount  for  this  study  was  to  be  $385,000  and  closure  cost  will 
probably  eat  up  the  balance  of  $39,000. 

The  estimated  cost  for  Step  2  of  the  process,  the  Feasibility  Study,  will  cost  approximately  $720,000  of  which  the 
San  Mateo  County  Harbor  District  will  be  required  to  pay  $360,000,  or  50%.  We  have  been  told  that  we  can  pay  a 
portion  of  this  "in  kind",  however  I  don't  believe  the  District  could  provide  enough  "in  kind"  staff  time,  studies,  or 
even  smoked  salmon  to  make  a  dent  in  the  required  $360,000  contribution.  On  completion  of  the  Feasibility  Study 
the  total  cost  to  the  Corps  will  have  been  approximately  $745,000  and  the  cost  to  the  San  Mateo  County  Harbor 
District  will  have  been  $360,000  -  A  total  of  approximately  $1,105,000. 

Step  3  of  the  process  -  the  actual  dredging  -  will  cost  approximately  $820,000.  Of  this,  the  Corps  -  once  again,  read 
as  taxpayer,  you  and  1  -  will  be  responsible  for  80%,  or  $656,000.  The  San  Mateo  County  Harbor  District  will  pay 
the  remaining  20%,  or  $164,000. 

The  total  cost  of  this  project  will  have  cost  a  total  of  $1,925,000  of  which  only  $820,000  or  43%  will  be  for  actual 
construction.  The  remaining  57%  will  have  gone  to  studies  and  other  costs  associated  with  project  development.  In 
that  approximately  43,000  cubic  yards  of  material  will  be  moved  this  amounts  to  approximately  $44.76  per  yard  of 
material.  Of  this,  the  San  Mateo  County  Harbor  District  will  have  paid  $12.19  per  yard. 

Sirs,  we  sincerely  believe  that  the  U.S.  government  does  have  a  continuing  interest  in  the  interstate  industry  of  Pillar 
Point  Harbor,  and  hence,  the  harbor  itself  Likewise,  we  believe  that  the  U.S.  Government  should  have  a  continuing 
interest  in  simileu'  harbors,  not  only  in  California,  but  up  and  down  the  coasts  of  the  U.S.  We,  the  smaller  harbors  do 
not  mind  paying  our  fair  share  of  costs,  however,  congress  and  the  Corps,  itself  must  find  ways  to  make  the  smaller 
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projects  cost  less  to  the  local  sponsors.  Several  in  the  San  Francisco  office  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  have 
suggested  that  provisions  could  be  made  to  proceed  directly  from  the  RECON  Study  to  the  construction  stage  for 
the  smaller  projects  such  as  ours.  If  this  could  be  formalized.  \ou  and  I  as  taxpayers  and  representatives  of  all  U.S. 
citizens,  would  be  further  ahead. 

In  closing,  we,  the  San  Mateo  County  Harbor  District,  representing  all  of  the  citizens  of  San  Mateo  County, 
California,  support  the  funding  proposal  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  fiscal  year  1997  and  encourage  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  continue  to  investigate  ways  to  better  make  the  a\  ailable  dollars  go  further. 

Thank  you  for  your  time,  and  best  wishes  from  people  of  San  Mateo  County. 
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Mr.  LUNDIN.  Also  from  San  Mateo  County  Harbor  District  is 
Commissioner  Betty  Stone. 

Ms.  Stone.  Good  afternoon.  Pillar  Point  harbor  is  a  small  com- 
mercial fishing  harbor  and  it  is  the  only  point  of  refuge  between 
the  Golden  Gate  and  Santa  Cruz,  so  as  Congressman  Lantos  has 
pointed  out  many  times,  we  are  important. 

We  began  a  dredging  project  that  we  need  help  in  finishing. 
There  is  a  possibility  that  there  may  be  some  budget  constraints 
because  we  are  a  small  commercial  harbor  not  involved  in  com- 
merce, and  we  are  asking  for  your  support  in  maintaining  those 
items  in  the  budgets. 

We  also  want  to  tell  you  that  the  sport  fishing  for  salmon  has 
already  started  out  good.  Any  time  you  want  to  come  down,  we  are 
going  to  be  there  for  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  We  would  love  to  do  that.  At  least  you  are  having  a 
good  fishing  season.  We  are  trying  to  have  a  fishing  season  in  the 
Klamath  Management  Zone. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Stone  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON 
ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 


Presented  by  the  Honorable  Betty  Stone 
Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners 
San  Mateo  County  Harbor  District 
San  Mateo  County,  California 

March  6,  1996  -  Washington,  DC 


Good  Morning: 

It's  a  real  pleasure  to  be  here  today  to  give  testimony  before  congress.  The  money  that  you  appropriated  last  year 
for  continuation  of  the  Pillar  Point  Harbor  RECON  Study  has  been  well  used.  At  each  stage  of  the  study  not  only 
did  our  staff  contribute  their  time  and  efforts  to  assist  the  Corps  with  its  research,  but  we  also  involved  the  local 
community.  We  put  Corps  personnel  in  direct  contact  with  local  historians,  authors,  bird-watchers, 
environmentalists,  naturalists,  fishermen,  yachtsmen,  kyakers,  windsurfers  -  anyone  who  was  a  user  of  the  harbor 
was  invited  and  encouraged  to  offer  input.  I  can  truthfully  say  that  the  RECON  Study  done  by  the  Corps  was. 
complete  and  that  the  cost/benefit  ratio  is  real. 

Historically,  the  smaller  harbors  have  been  the  lifeblood  of  the  nation    Over  time,  many  of  the  harbors  have  become 
primarily  recreational  harbors,  however,  this  was  not  always  the  case    During  the  early  years  of  the  U.S.  when  our 
clipper  ships  were  the  greyhounds  of  the  sea  and  we  were  a  true  maritime  power  the  busiest  port  in  the  nation,  as 
measured  by  import  duties,  was  not  New  York  or  Boston,  but  Wiscasset,  Maine.  In  terms  of  total  number  of  vessels 
and  density  of  traffic,  one  of  the  busiest  commercial  port  areas  today  is  not  Long  Beach  or  Oakland,  but.  the  Miami 
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River.  The  entire  Caribbean  basin  is  serviced  by  the  small,  coastal  and  intercoastal  vessels,  all  of  which  contribute 
to  the  economy  of  southern  Florida  and  the  U.S 

1  are  not  here  to  today  to  testify  about  other  areas,  although  we  all  know  that  the  federal  pie  is  getting  harder  and 
harder  to  divide,  and  each  section  of  the  country  and  each  segment  of  society  deserves  its  fair  piece.  I  am  here  to 
talk  about  the  federal  interest  in  the  small  craft  harbors  of  California,  and  in  particular  Pillar  Point  Harbor. 

The  sport  salmon  season  has  just  started.  At  the  present  time  our  harbor  is  operating  at  over  100%  of  capacity. 
When  the  commercial  fishing  vessels  arrive  from  Oregon.  Washington,  Alaska  and  Southern  California  for  their 
salmon  season  boats  will  be  rafted  side-to-side,  utilizing  all  available  water  space. 

Last  year  our  testimony  emphasized  the  interstate  importance  of  Pillar  Point  Harbor  to  the  nation  as  a  whole.  This 
argument  continues  to  be  valid.  In  addition,  should  the  small  craft  commercial  harbors  be  forced  to  close  down  or 
restrict  their  operations  because  of  lack  of  water  depth,  the  thousands  of  commercial  fishing  vessels,  offshore  supply 
vessels,  and  other  users  would  be  forced  to  use  the  harbors  and  waters  presently  shared  by  large  tankers,  container 
ships  and  bulk  carriers.  The  continued  safety  of  commerce  and  the  environment  require  that  vessels  not  be 
congested  unnecessarily.  As  the  world  becomes  smaller,  the  importance  of  the  second  tier,  small  craft  commercial 
harbors  becomes  more  important. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  attention.  If  you  have  any  questions  please  give  us  a  call.  I  invite  each  of  you  to  come 
out  to  Pillar  Point  Harbor  and  see  first-hand  the  importance  of  the  local  and  interstate,  commercial  fishing  industry 
to  California  and  to  the  U.S. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

OCEANSIDE  HARBOR  MAINTENANCE  DREDGING 
PROGRAM 

WITNESS 
DICK  LYON,  MAYOR,  CITY  OF  OCEANSIDE 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Next  with  us,  from  the  City  of  Oceanside,  is  Mayor 
Dick  Lyon. 

Mr.  Lyon.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members,  I  am  here  speaking  ini- 
tially as  the  president  of  the  Oceanside  Harbor  District.  The  dis- 
trict requests  your  support  of  $800,000  in  the  fiscal  year  1997 
budget  for  the  Oceanside  Harbor  Maintenance  Dredging  Program 
and  engineering  and  design  for  fiscal  year  1998  dredging. 

The  Maintenance  Dredging  Program  is  necessary  for  the  safe 
navigation  into  Oceanside  Harbor  and  the  United  States  Marine 
Corps  Base  Camp  Pendleton  Harbor.  We  share  that  entrance  into 
both  harbors.  The  program  will  additionally  provide  beach  sand 
restoration,  shoreline  protection,  and  associated  recreational  bene- 
fits. 

Now,  wearing  another  hat,  this  one  a  regional  hat,  as  a  board 
member  and  member  of  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  San  Diego 
Association  of  Grovernments,  the  San  Diego  Aircraft  Carrier  Home 
Porting  Project,  which  is  described  in  the  written  statements  sub- 
mitted by  Deputy  Mayor  Stallings,  the  city  of  San  Diego,  jointly 
with  SanDag,  described  a  once-in-a-lifetime  opportunity  for  dredge 
sand  to  be  used  to  widen  our  badly  eroded  beaches  all  the  way  up 
and  down  the  San  Diego  coast,  the  County  of  San  Diego  coastline. 

The  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  been  of  great  as- 
sistance on  this  project  in  two  ways.  First,  the  Corps  has  evaluated 
the  cost  of  getting  the  dredge  sand  to  the  region's  beaches.  Sec- 
ondarily, the  Corps  has  been  able  to  identify  the  Federal  respon- 
sibility for  the  eroded  beaches  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  region 
resulting  from  the  construction  of  Camp  Pendleton  in  1942  at  the 
outbreak  of  World  War  H. 

If  we  are  successful  in  obtaining  supplemental  Department  of 
Defense  funding,  it  is  a  win-win-win  situation  for  our  Navy,  our 
beaches,  and  our  residents  and  visitors  alike. 

I  thank  you  very  much  for  allowing  me  to  offer  this  testimony, 
and  a  written  statement  supplements  the  issues  that  I  have  just 
described  to  you. 

I  would  like  very  much  to  introduce  those  who  have  accompanied 
me  to  this  hearing,  and  that  is  Deputy  Mayor  Carol  McCanley,  who 
has  already  testified  under  the  CWC,  and  our  director  of  harbor 
and  beaches,  Mr.  Don  Hadley,  and  I  want  to  thank  you  again. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Lyon  follows:! 
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1540  HAF^BOR  DRIVE  NORTH    •    OCEANSIDE,  CALIFORNIA  92054-1038 
619-966-4570 


STATEMENT 

to  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

March  6,  1996 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 


Oceanside  Harbor  Maintenance  Dredging  and 

Engineering  and  Design  for  Fiscal  Year  1998  Dredging 

Oceanside,  California 


Dear  Chairman  Myers  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

The  Oceanside  Harbor  District  requests  your  support  of  $800,000  in  the  fiscal  year 
1997  budget  for  the  Oceanside  Harbor  Maintenance  Dredging  Program  and 
Engineering  and  Design  for  Fisca!  Year  1998  Dredging.  The  Maintenance  Dredging 
Program  Is  necessary  for  the  safe  navigation  into  Oceanside  Harbor  and  the  U.S. 
Marine  Corps  Base  Camp  Pendleton  Harbor.  The  program  will  additionally  provide 
beach  sand  restoration,  shoreline  protection  and  associated  recreational  benefits. 

Thank  you  for  your  continued  support  of  all  our  projects. 

Respectfully  submitted. 


Dick  Lyon 
President 
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Mr.  RiGGS.  And  thank  you,  Mayor. 

Let  me  point  out  that  Congressman  Bilbray,  when  he  testified 
earUer,  indicated — and  I  am  looking  at  his  written  testimony  now — 
indicates  that  he  and  other  members  of  the  San  Diego  delegation 
may  be  seeking  funding  for  the  Navy's  home  porting  project  for 
beach  replenishment  in  the  military  construction  appropriations 
bill  as  opposed  to  the  energy  and  water  development  appropriations 
bill. 

Mr.  Lyon.  That  is  true.  In  that  sense,  what  I  have  just  offered 
to  you  is,  quote-unquote,  informational  in  nature,  and  hopefully  it 
will  be  in  MilCon.  But  we  may  be  back  knocking  at  your  door  if 
it  does  not  show  up  there. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  again. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
PORT  OF  LONG  BEACH  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 
E.D.  ALLEN,  CHIEF  HARBOR  ENGINEER,  PORT  OF  LONG  BEACH 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Next  is  past  chairman  of  CMANC,  but  now  the  chief 
engineer  of  the  Port  of  Long  Beach,  Mr.  Dan  Allen. 

Mr.  Allen.  Chairman  Riggs,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  testify  on  behalf 
of  our  four  requests.  I  will  not  elaborate  on  our  written  testimony, 
but  I  do  want  to  point  out  two  things  that  are  different  from  the 
listing  of  projects  that  CMANC  has  previously  submitted. 

The  first  is  our  dredging  for  our  2020  project.  It  indicates  that 
there  is  a  lesser  amount  for  total  project  cost  than  what  it  is  we 
are  requesting,  and  that  is  because  it  reflects  the  reimbursement 
we  intend  to  give  to  the  Federal  Government.  There  is  a  difference 
in  the  numbers,  and  that  is  because  there  is  a  reimbursement  cal- 
culation in  there  to  the  Federal  Government. 

The  second  project  deals  with  our  L.A.  River  dredging,  and  since 
we  have  had  some  recent  storms,  the  quantity  estimate  for  dredg- 
ing has  gone  up,  and  so  instead  of  the  $3  million  that  is  shown  on 
the  list,  our  written  testimony  requests  $5.7  million. 

I  have  photographs  I  can  leave  for  the  staff  that  shows  this. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Please  do. 

Mr.  Allen.  And  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  here  again  be- 
fore you. 

Mr.  Riggs.  We  appreciate  that.  I  don't  know  if  you  were  present, 
but  Congressman  Horn  earlier  gave  a  very,  very  informative  pres- 
entation to  the  subcommittee  on  the  needs  of  the  Port  of  Long 
Beach. 

Mr.  Allen.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Allen  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  E.  D.  ALLEN 

CHIEF  HARBOR  ENGINEER  FOR  THE  PORT  OF  LONG  BEACH 

ON  BEHALF  OF  THE 

LONG  BEACH  BOARD  OF  HARBOR  COMMISSIONERS 

BEFORE 

CONGRESSIONAL  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEES 

WASHINGTON,  D.C. 

March  6,  1996 


I  am  E.  D.  Allen,  Chief  Harbor  Engineer  for  the  Port  of  Long  Beach,  California.    I  have 
been  authorized  by  the  Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners  of  the  City  of  Long  Beach  to 
represent  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  in  regard  to  appropriations  for  the  Los  Angeles  and  Long 
Beach  Harbors  Model  Study;  Plaiming,  Engineering,  and  Design  for  our  on-going  2020  Plan; 
Los  Angeles  River  maintenance  dredging;  and  Reconnaissance  and  Feasibility  Studies  for 
beach  erosion. 

Harbors  Model  Maintenance 

The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1976,  Section  123,  authorized  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  to  operate  and  maintain  the  Los  Angeies-Long  Beach  Harbor  Hydraulic  Model 
at  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Waterways  Experiment  Station  in  Vicksburg, 
Mississippi  as  part  of  the  Los  Angeles  and  Long  Beach  Harbors  Model  Study.   This  model 
encompasses  both  port  complexes  in  San  Pedro  Bay,  which,  as  you  are  aware,  are  ports  of 
national  significance.    The  hydraulic  model,  along  with  several  numeric  models,  provides 
state-of-the-art  methodology  that  can  be  used  on  the  San  Pedro  Bay  ports  and  on  many  other 
harbor  complexes.    In  addition,  the  Port,  as  the  local  agency,  is  assisting  in  the  Corps'  effort 
to  provide  continuous  wave-gauge  data  by  providing  necessary  support  persoimel  and 
equipment  for  the  maintenance  of  portions  of  the  system  located  at  the  Port. 

In  fiscal  year  1996,  $156,000  was  appropriated  for  maintenance  of  the  physical  model  of  San 
Pedro  Bay.    During  this  time,  the  Port  also  utilized  the  model  to  analyze  necessary 
navigation-related  modifications  to  the  recently  completed  portion  of  our  expansion  plan,  as 
well  as  our  upcoming  expansion  within  the  Navy  Basin.   This  effort  is  being  funded  by  the 
Port  and  is  currently  on-going.   It  is  necessary  that  the  model  remain  ready  for  service  such 
as  this.    Funding  in  fiscal  year  1997,  in  the  amount  of  $160,000,  would  continue  annual 
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maintenance  on  the  model.    Additionally,  we  are  requesting  $340,000  of  continued  funding 
for  the  wave  gage  (prototype)  data  acquisition  and  analysis  program.    This  program  began  in 
1987  to  develop  data  for  the  design  of  the  2020  Plan  port  expansion  and  navigation 
improvements.    This  program  has  now  evolved  to  construction  monitoring  and  model 
verification  which  needs  to  continue  in  order  to  confirm  expected  levels  of  impacts  of  the 
expansion  plans.   Therefore,  Congress  is  respectfully  requested  to  appropriate  $500,000  for 
fiscal  year  1997  to  perform  this  work. 

2020  Plan  -  Channel  Dredging  fPlanning.  Engineering,  and  Design) 

The  Port  of  Long  Beach  has  developed  a  long-range  master  plan,  referred  to  as  the  2020 
Plan,  which  demonstrates  the  need  for  new  navigation  channels  and  additional  landfill 
development  through  the  year  2020.   In  fiscal  year  1995  $1,500,000  was  appropriated  to  do 
a  feasibility  study  of  channel  deepening  outside  the  federal  breakwater. 

Section  201(b)  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986  authorized  construction  of 
the  2020  Plan  upon  recommendations  of  a  feasibility  report  and  completion  of  a  favorable 
Chief  of  Engineers  Report. 

The  Port  of  Long  Beach  has  started  the  fu^t  phase  of  the  2020  Plan  with  the  construction  of 
its  Pier  J  expansion  project,  which  includes  dredging  the  Long  Beach  Main  Channel  to  at 
least  a  -76*  depth.   Together  with  the  approach  channel  deepening  outside  the  federal 
breakwater,  the  dredging  was  evaluated  for  Federal  interest  in  the  feasibility  smdy  because  it 
permits  deeper  draft  crude  petroleum  vessels  to  call  at  the  Port  of  Long  Beach. 

The  feasibility  study  for  completion  of  the  Long  Beach  portion  of  the  2020  Plan  was 
completed  in  September  1995.    Completion  of  the  Planning,  Engineering,  and  Design  (PED) 
Phase  has  been  fimded  and  is  scheduled  for  December  1996.    It  is  urged  that  the  Committee 
approve  an  appropriation  of  $17,000,000  to  fund  the  construction  phase  of  the  Long  Beach 
portion  of  the  2020  Plan  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1997.   This  will  allow  construction  to 
follow  right  behind  the  design  process  with  no  gap  in  funding. 
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Los  Angeles  River  Maintenance  Dredging 

The  Port  of  Long  Beach  also  concurs  with  and  supports  the  recommendation  of 
C-MANC  and  the  City  of  I-ong  Beach  with  respect  to  federal  funding  for  remedial 
maintenance  dredging  to  remove  accumulated  flood-deposited  silt  in  the  mouth  of  the  Los 
Angeles  River.    During  the  storms  of  1995,  such  flood-deposited  silt  closed  the  mouth  of  the 
Los  Angeles  River  to  navigation.    This  restricted  regularly  scheduled  water  route 
transportation  between  the  cities  of  Long  Beach  and  Avalon,  creating  an  economic 
emergency.    Reacting  to  this  emergency,  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  cleared  the 
channel  enough  to  allow  for  minimal  resumption  of  navigation. 

However,  substantial  quantities  of  silt  remain  in  the  channel,  much  of  which  is  just  upstream 
of  the  recently  reopened  section.   These  silt  deposits  create  the  likelihood  of  future  serious 
restrictions  and  safety  hazards  to  commercial  and  recreational  boating  activity  in,  and 
adjacent  to,  the  Long  Beach  Harbor  District  and  the  associated  businesses  in  Long  Beach. 
Such  restrictions  and  hazards  have  resulted  in  accidents  and  litigation. 

In  addition,  the  Port  supports  the  City  in  recommending  that  these  silt  deposits  be  removed 
on  an  annual  basis  as  a  scheduled  work  item.   As  previously  demonstrated,  the  location  of 
the  silt  can  move  dramatically  within  a  few  days.    In  "Project  Plan  for  Los  Angeles  River 
Estuary  Maintenance  Dredging,  Long  Beach,  CA,  October  1994"  (Project  Plan-1994),  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  estimated  an  average  annual  deposit  of  silt  in  the  estuary  of  485,000 
cubic  yards.   The  rate  of  such  deposits  is  influenced  by  operational  decisions  at  the  Corps  of 
Engineers'  dams  located  at  the  headwaters  of  the  river.    It  is  imperative,  for  our  current 
operations,  that  a  long  range  remedy  be  found  for  the  Los  Angeles  River  mouth,  if 
navigational  utility  and  effective  flood  control  capability  is  to  be  maintained. 

Although  the  Projects  Plan-1994  cites  a  memorandum  indicating  sufflcient  capacity  to 
effectively  accommodate  flood  waters  when  released  from  Sepulveda  and  Hansen  Dams,  we 
are  concerned  as  to  how  that  capacity  is  maintained  over  time,  given  the  annual  level  of  silt 
deposition.    The  flood  flow  is  also  accompanied  by  a  velocity  and  volume  of  the  river, 
through  the  portions  of  the  river  historically  dredged  by  the  Corps,  that  has  caused  the  loss 
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of,  or  damage  to,  navigational  buoys,  marina  mooring  facilities,  dredging  equipment,  and  the 
waterway  usage  by  various  commercial  and  recreational  vessels.   The  most  recent  deposits, 
despite  the  emergency  channel  clearance,  have  resulted  in  extensive  shoaling  that  still  hinders 
navigational  utility  in  the  area. 

It  is  estimated  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  in  Project  Plan- 1994,  that  maintenance  dredging  of 
the  channel  to  a  minimimi  usable  width,  a  project  that  does  not  clear  all  shoaling  that  hinders 
navigation,  is  $1,900,000.    This  is  a  level  of  dredging  that  allows  for  an  annual  accumulation 
of  almost  175,000  cubic  yards  of  silt  deposits  beyond  what  is  being  dredged  and  allows  for 
the  uncertainty  of  a  rapidly  developing  shoal  in  any  time  of  significant  storms.    An  annual 
expenditure  of  $5,700,000  would  be  necessary  to  clear  all  annual  silt  deposits  and  prevent  an 
accumulation  of  that  material.   Congress  is  requested,  therefore,  to  appropriate  $5,700,000 
for  the  accomplishment  of  this  critically  needed  work. 

Reconnaissance/Feasibility  Study  -  Beach  Erosion 

The  Port  of  Long  Beach  also  supports  C-MANC  and  the  City  of  Long  Beach  on  their  request 
for  federal  funding  to  complete  a  Corps  of  Engineers  reconnaissance  study  on  beach  erosion. 
In  southeastern  Long  Beach,  east  of  the  Port's  land  and  channels,  and  direcdy  opposite  the 
federal  breakwater,  a  beach  and  seawall  protects  approximately  $200,000,000  worth  of 
homes.    Steady  erosion  had  reduced  the  beach  from  an  optimum  of  175  feet  to  30  feet  prior 
to  City's  efforts  in  late  1994  to  rebuild  the  beach.    Winter  storms  continue  to  reduce  the 
beach  width. 

Recently,  the  City  has  also  experienced  erosion  in  the  west  beach  area.    Although  homes  are 
not  endangered,  public  improvements,  including  lifeguard  stations,  public  restrooms,  a 
bicycle  and  pedestrian  trail,  and  a  parking  lot,  are  at  risk.   The  cause  of  the  new  problem  is 
unclear,  indicating  the  need  for  a  thorough  study  of  the  beach  erosion  problem  inside  the 
federal  breakwater. 

The  primary  method  of  protecting  the  homes  has  been  annual  rebuilding,  with  the  building  of 
sand  berms  during  high  tides  or  expected  storms.    In  the  past  14  years,  the  City  has  invested 
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over  $5,000,000  in  capital  improvement  projects,  annual  beach  rebuilding,  and  storm 
protection  to  control  the  beach  erosion.    Despite  this  effort,  in  1989  and  1993,  storm  waves 
eroded  the  beach  and  breached  the  protective  seawall,  causing  damage  to  homes.    In  fiscal 
year  1996,  $195,000  was  budgeted  to  rebuild  eroded  beaches.   The  City  is  also  defending 
itself  against  a  lawsuit  by  one  of  the  homeowners  who  is  claiming  that  the  City  failed  to  halt 
erosion  that  narrowed  the  beaches  in  front  of  his  home  to  less  than  the  desired  width  adopted 
in  the  1980  Local  Coastal  Plan. 

It  is  requested,  therefore,  that  Congress  appropriate  $300,000  to  complete  the  reconnaissance 
study  of  the  beach  erosion  problem  within  the  City  of  Long  Beach  and  initiate  the  feasibility 
study.   This  beach  erosion  problem  is  directly  related  to  the  focusing  affect  the  federal 
breakwater  has  on  our  large  commercial  harbor  complex  and  surrounding  beaches. 

Attached  hereto  is  Resolution  No.  HD-1801,  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners 
of  the  City  of  ]jong  Beach  on  February  20,  1996,  which  contains  data  relating  to  the 
background  of  the  Los  Angeles  and  Long  Beach  Harbors  Model  Study,  the  2020  Plan 
implementation,  the  Los  Angeles  River  dredging,  the  beach  erosion  problem  in  Long  Beach, 
and  other  related  navigation  and  economic  matters.    The  resolution  stresses  the  need  for 
federal  assistance  in  developing  economic,  technical  and  environmental  background 
information  essential  to  the  design  and  permitting  of  Port  facilities  vital  to  regional  and 
national  interests.   The  Port  of  Long  Beach  is  the  largest  container  port  in  the  United 
States  and  is  the  economic  engine  driving  $3.5  billion  in  customs  receipts  from  both  Los 
Angeles  and  Long  Beach  ports  and  jobs  for  500,000  people.   We  are  truly  a  port  and 
harbor  of  national  significance. 

We  kindly  ask  that  Congress  continue  its  support  of  these  projects  in  fiscal  year  1997  by 
appropriating  the  requested  funds. 

Thank  you  for  permitting  me  the  privilege  of  this  presentation. 


E.  D.  Allen 

Chief  Harbor  Engineer 
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SZSOLOTXO  MO.  HO-  1801 

A   KBSOLDTIOH   OV   THE   BOABD   07   HMIBOR 
COMKZBSZOHBSS  Of      TBB   CZTX   OF   LONG   BBACH, 

aa.zroBHZA,    REQassTZHa    tee    cohgsess    of    the 

QirZTED  STlkTES  TO  APPROPKIATE  FUNDS  TO  THE 
DMZTED  STATES  &BMV  CORPS  OF  EH6ZNBBK8  ZM  OKOES 
TO  COMTZHDE  PL2UIHZM0,  EMOZMEERZHO  AMD  DESZGM 
FOR  THE  SAH  PEDRO  BAY  2020  PLAH,  TO  COMTZMOE 
THE  LOS  AHGELBS  AMD  LONG  BEACH  HARBORS  MODEL 
STQDY  RELATZMG  TO  ZMPROVEMEMTS  ZN  SAM  PEDRO 
BAT,  TO  COMDUCT  MAZMTEMAMCE  DREDGZMG  AT  THE 
MOUTH  OF  THE  LOS  AMGELES  RTVER  AMD  TO  COMDUCT 
RECOHMAZSSAMCE  AMD  FEA8ZBZLZTY  STUDZES  OF  BEACH 
BROSZOH 

WHEREAS,  the  Ports  of  Long  B«ach  and  Los  Angeles  In  San 
Pedro  Bay,  California,  are  two  of  a  limited  number  of  sites  on  the 
West  Coast  of  the  United  States  which  possess  the  potential  for  deep 
water  port  facilities  as  reconnended  in  the  West  Coast  Deep  Hater 
Port  Facility  Study  conducted  by  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers ;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Ports  of  Long  Beach  and  Los  Angeles  have  a 
record  of  both  physical  and  fiscal  gro%rth  to  the  extent  that 
together  the  two  are  presently  handling  over  164.4  million  metric 
revenue  tons  of  cargo  annually  (fiscal  year  1995),  and  the  inter- 
national cargo  handled  is  valued  at  over  145  billion  dollars 
annually  (calendar  year  1994)  ;  and 
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WBXXEMB,  the  growth  and  activity  of  the  Ports  of  Long 
Beach  and  Los  Angeles  have  a  significant  regional  and  national 
econonic  effect;  and 

HHZBEAS,  in  excess  of  3.5  billion  dollars  in  federal 
revenues  were  collected  as  United  States  Customs  duties  on  foreign 
imports  passing  through  the  Ports  of  Long  Beach  and  Los  Angeles 
during  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1994;  and 

HHEBE&S,  both  Ports  are  now,  and  are  increasingly 
becoming,  hard-pressed  to  provide  facilities  to  meet  the  needs  of 
the  shipping  industry,  and  to  that  end  are  conducting  extensive 
studies,  in  conjunction  with  federal  studies,  to  determine 
navigational,  transportation,  and  environmental  reguirements 
necessary  to  provide  economic  and  adequate  surge-free  berthing  and 
cargo  handling  facilities;  and 

VHBRBA8,  all  existing  land  in  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  which 
can  be  developed  for  shipping  operations  has  been  utilized  or  is  in 
the  process  of  being  developed  and,  in  order  to  meet  the  needs  of 
the  following  decade,  the  design,  peraitting  and  construction  of  new 
l2mds  must  continue;  and 

WHSaSAB,  continuation  of  the  studies  currently  underway 
by  the  United  States  Any  Corps  of  Engineers,  consisting  of  the  Los 
Angeles  and  Long  Beach  Harbors  Model  Study,  including  maintenetnce 
and  operation  of  the  San  Pedro  Bay  Hydraulic  Model  at  Vlcksburg, 
Mississippi,  as  authorized  by  Section  123  of  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1976,  is  needed  for  use  in  the  design  and 
permitting  processes  for  future  landfills  for  port  development;  and 

WHEBEAB,  the  Port  of  Long  Beach  handled  over  26  million 
metric  tons  of  liquid  bulk  cargo  (fiscal  year  1995) .   Because  of 
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economies  of  scale,  liquid  bulk  cargo  brought  in  by  deeper  draft 
vessels  will  have  lower  transportation  costs.  However,  the  existing 
navigation  channel  depths  leading  to  the  Port  limit  the  size  of 
calling  vessels;  and 

WHBREAS,  One  Million  Five  Hundred  Thousand  Dollars 
($1,500,000)  was  appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1995  for  a  feasibility 
study  of  channel  deepening  outside  the  federal  breakwater.  The 
feasibility  study  was  completed  in  1995.  Completion  of  planning, 
engineering,  and  design  has  been  funded  and  is  scheduled  for 
December,  1996;  and 

WHESS&S,  the  Los  Angeles  River  is  the  largest  of  numerous 
flood-control  channels  constructed  and  maintained  jointly  by  the  Los 
Angeles  County  Flood  Control  District  and  the  United  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  and  silt  deposit  from  heavy  storm  runoff  in 
recent  years  accumulating  in  the  mouth  of  the  Los  Angeles  River  in 
the  City  of  Long  Beach  constitutes  a  restriction  and  hazard  to  bot'i 
commercial  and  recreational  boating;  and 

WHEKEAS,  the  Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners  of  the  City  of 
Long  Beach,  as  a  properly  constituted  and  financially  responsible 
local  agency,  by  its  Resolution  No.  HD-890,  adopted  August  3,  1965, 
expressed  its  intent  to  enter  into  such  agreements  as  may  be 
reasonably  required  to  further  federal  projects  for  the  development 
and  improvement  of  Long  Beach  and  Los  Angeles  Harbors;  and 

WHBBBA8,  at  southeastern  Long  Beach  in  front  of  Alamitos 
Bay  a  beach  and  seawall  protects  Two  Hundred  Million  Dollars 
($200,000,000)  worth  of  homes.  The  primary  method  of  protecting  the 
homes  has  been  annual  beach  rebuilding  and  sand  berms  during  storms. 
Steady  erosion  has  reduced  the  beach  from  optimum  width  of  175  feet 
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to  30  feet  and  continues  to  reduce  beach  width  despite  rebuilding 
efforts  in  1934.  In  the  past  14  years,  the  City  has  invested  over 
Five  Million  Dollars  ($5,000,000)  in  capital  improveinent  projects, 
annual  beach  rebuilding  and  storm  protection  to  stop 
erosion.  Despite  this  effort,  in  1989  and  1993,  storm  waves  eroded 
the  beach  and  breached  the  protective  seawall  causing  damage  to 
homes . 

HOW,  THEREFORE,  the  Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners  of  the 
City  of  Long  Beach  resolves  as  follows: 

aeotion  1.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  be,  and 
is  hereby,  respectfully  requested  to  appropriate  simultaneously  the 
funds  necessary  for  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers,  to  maintain  the  San  Pedro  Bay  Hydraulic  Model  at  the 
Waterways  Experiment  Station  at  Vlclcsburg,  Mississippi,  as  part  of 
the  Los  Angeles  and  Long  Beach  Harbors  Model  Study. 

8«e.  2.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  be,  and 
is  hereby,  respectfully  requested  to  appropriate  simultaneously  the 
funds  necessary  for  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers,  to  complete  the  construction  phase  of  dredging  deeper 
navigation  channels  to  the  Port  of  Long  Beach. 

Bma.  3.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  be,  and 
is  hereby,  respectfully  requested  to  appropriate  simultaneously  the 
funds  necessary  for  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States  Amy  Corps 
of  Engineers,  to  continue  the  existing  wave  gauge  (prototype)  data 
acquisition  juid  analysis  program. 

see.  4.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  be,  and 
is  hereby,  respectfully  requested  to  appropriate  simultaneously  the 
funds  necessary  for  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army  Corps 
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of  Engineers,  in  conjunction  with  the  Los  Angeles  County  Flood 
Control  District,  to  engage  in  the  necessary  maintenance  dredging 
at  the  Bouth  of  the  Los  Angeles  River  to  remove  silt  deposits  which 
have  accuiBulated  at  that  location. 

See.  5.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  be,  and 
is  hereby,  respectfully  requested  to  appropriate  simultaneously  the 
funds  necessary  for  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers,  to  complete  reconnaissance  aaid  feasibility  studies  to 
develop  protective  measures  to  prevent  beach  erosion  within  the  City 
of  Long  Beach. 

See.  C.  That  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Long  Beach 
Harbor  Department  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  directed  to  send  copies  of 
this  resolution  to  the  United  States  Senators  and  to  Hembers  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  from  California,  with  a  letter  requesting 
their  assistance  in  presenting  this  resolution  before  the  proper 
Congressional  comaittees. 

■•e.  7.  That  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Long  Beach 
Bailor  Department  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  further  directed  to  send 
copies  of  this  resolution  to  the  President  of  the  United  states;  the 
Director,  Office  of  Management  and  Budget;  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army;  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  Director,  Directorate  of  Civil 
Works,  the  Division  Engineer-South  Pacific  Division  and  the  District 
Engineer-Los  Angeles,  all  of  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers;  and  to  such  other  interested  persons  as  he  may  deem 
appropriate. 

Tbe  Secretary  of  the  Board  shall  certify  to  the  passage 
of  this  resolution  by  the  Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners  of  the  City 
of  Long  Beach,  shall  cause  the  same  to  be  posted  in  three  (3) 
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conspicuous  places  in  the  City  of  Long  Beach,  and  shall  cause  a 
certified  copy  of  this  resolution  to  be  filed  forthwith  with  the 
City  Cleric  of  the  City  of  Long  Beach  and  it  shall  thereupon  taJce 
effect. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted 
by  the  Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners  of  the  City  of  Long  Beach  at 
its  meeting  of    February  ?o     1996,  by  the  following  vote: 


Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent : 

Not  Voting: 


Commissioners  Hancock.  Perez.  Murchison. 
Bellehumeur.  Hearrean 


Commissioners  None 


Commissioners  None 


Commissioners  None 


',a/7f 


RlX:dmp 
2/14/96 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
LOS  ANGELES  BOARD  OF  HARBOR  COMMISSIONERS 

WITNESS 
DICK  WITTKOP,  2020  PROGRAM  MANAGER,  PORT  OF  LOS  ANGELES 

Mr.  LuNDlN.  Next  we  have  the  2020  program  manager  from  the 
Port  of  Los  Angeles,  Dick  Wittkop. 

Mr.  Wittkop.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  am  speaking  on  behalf  of  Leland  Wong,  president  of  the  board 
Of  Harbor  Commissioners,  who,  along  with  Commissioner  Lee  An- 
derson, were  unable  to  attend  this  meeting.  Lee  Anderson  particu- 
larly asked  me  to  convey  her  regrets  in  not  being  able  to  be  here 
today  to  report  on  the  progress  of  the  port. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  written  statement  sets  forth  our  request  for 
funding  for  construction  and  maintenance  dredging.  Specifically, 
we  are  asking  for  an  additional  down  payment  of  $27,850,000, 
which,  I  would  like  to  note,  differs  from  the  CMANC  recommenda- 
tion, toward  the  federally  approved  share  of  $108.6  million  on  the 
Pier  400  dredging  and  landfill  prmect. 

This  project  has  a  total  cost  of  $550  million.  The  port  is  well  into 
stage  1  of  this  project,  which  we  are  fully  funding,  and  has  already 
accumulated  approximately  $50  million  in  Federal  credits.  With 
dredging  of  stage  2  to  begin  in  fiscal  year  1997,  it  is  important  we 
begin  drawing  down  on  this  credit  so  that  the  total  project  can  be 
completed  in  the  year  2000. 

This  date  is  not  just  an  imaginary  goal,  it  is  directly  tied  to  con- 
tracts the  port  is  negotiating  with  future  tenants.  These  tenants, 
in  turn,  will  handle  the  imports  and,  in  particular,  the  exports  that 
not  only  keep  the  port  going  but  keep  commerce  throughout  the  re- 
gion and  across  the  country  expanding. 

On  behalf  of  the  City  of  Los  Angeles,  the  Port  of  Los  Angeles, 
and  the  businesses  that  are  served  by  the  port,  I  request  that  your 
subcommittee  help  us  keep  this  project  on  schedule. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  And  how  much  does  your  request  differ  from 
CMANC's? 

Mr.  Wittkop.  By  $27  million. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Wong  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

I  am  Leland  Wong,  President  of  the  Los  Angeles  Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners.  My 
testimony,  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  I-os  Angeles,  and  its  Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners, 
supports  the  continuation  of  the  federal  role  in  the  implementation  of  major  navigation 
improvements  at  San  Pedro  Bay,  California. 

Pier  300/400  Implementation  under  the  2020  Development  Program 

The  Commissioners,  management  and  staff  of  the  Port  of  Los  Angeles  have  been  working 
since  early  1985  with  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  on  implementation  of  the  2020 
Plan  for  San  Pedro  Bay  which  was  authorized  in  Section  201(b)  of  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  (WRDA)  of  1986  (P.L.  99-662)  and  further  sanctioned  by  Section  104 
of  WRDA  88  (P.L.  100-371)  and  Section  102(c)  of  WRDA  90  (P.L.  101-640). 

The  2020  Plan  accurately  predicted  the  phenomenal  growth  of  the  San  Pedro  Bay  Ports  of 
Los  Angeles  and  Long  Beach  and  mapped  out  a  capital  development  plan  that  would 
accommodate  this  growth  well  into  the  21st  Century.  Divided  into  phases,  the 
implementation  of  the  2020  Plan  is  currently  entering  Stage  II  which  we  refer  to  as  the 
Pier  400  Dredging  and  Landfill  Project. 

It  is  at  this  juncture  that  we  come  before  your  subcommittee,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  request  the 
first  sizable  down  payment  on  the  federal  share. 

Stage  IT  Design  and  Constnictinn 

We  urge  this  subcommittee  to  appropriate  $27,850,000  to  allow  the  Los  Angeles  District 
Engineer's  ofUce  to  complete  the  engineering  and  design  phase  of  the  Pier  400  Dredging 
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and  Landfill  Project  and  to  begin  construction  of  these  Stage  II  improvements  in  FY  1997. 
This  will  ensure  project  completion  no  later  than  FY  2000  thereby  realizing  construction 
efficiencies  and  lower  costs.  More  importantly,  the  request  is  based  on  a  construction 
schedule  that  is  directly  linked  to  proposed  commercial  agreements  pledging  the  early  use 
of  the  facilities  in  FY  2000. 

The  contracts  for  Stage  I  construction  were  awarded  by  the  Port  of  Los  Angeles  in  1994 
and  construction  remains  on  schedule  with  completion  in  June  1997.  Stage  I  includes 
dredging  new  federal  navigation  channels  to  existing  land  at  Pier  300  and  reclaiming 
approximately  265  acres  of  new  land  at  Pier  400. 

This  request  for  Stage  11  construction  is  in  keeping  with  the  credit  agreement  establishing 
the  federal  interest  consistent  with  WRDA  '86  and  current  Corps  policy.  The  credit 
agreement  was  executed  by  the  Port  on  March  9,  1995,  and  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
the  Army  (Civil  Works)  on  March  27,  1995.  The  federal  share  is  set  at  $108.6  million 
(October  1993  prices)  of  the  total  project  cost  of  $550  million.  It  also  identifies  the 
contractual  relationship  between  the  Corps  and  Port  for  designing,  constructing  and 
monitoring  the  project. 

Cargo  throughput  for  San  Pedro  Bay  is  expected  to  triple  between  1990  and  the  year  2020. 
The  Port's  ability  to  meet  demands  placed  on  it  by  this  growth  is  dependent  on  deep  water 
channels,  such  as  those  to  be  constructed  under  the  Pier  400  project,  capable  of 
accommodating  the  largest  vessels  in  the  world  fleet.  These  large  vessels  allow  for  the 
efficient  transport  of  cargo,  providing  consumers  with  lower  cost  imports  and  more 
competitive  exports.  Deep  water  channels  translate  into  national  economic  benefits  as 
outlined  in  the  attached  'Pier  400  Dredging  and  Landfill  Projea  Briefing  Document "  dated 
January  1996.  The  return  on  federal  investment  will  greatly  exceed  the  cost/benefit  ratio 
as   determined  by  the   Corps   of  Engineers   in  the  project   feasibility   study  dated 
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September  1992,  by  increasing  tax  collections  and  customs  receipts,  benefits  not  included 
by  the  Corps.  In  addition,  the  federal  investment  will  help  to  insure  that  one  of  the 
nations  largest  ports  remains  competitive  into  the  21st  Century. 

Maintenance  Dredging  of  Existing  Federal  Channels 

With  regard  to  the  existing  maintenance  of  the  Port,  we  urge  the  subcommittee  to  include 
an  appropriation  of  $2,700,000  for  completing  the  maintenance  dredging  of  the  Glenn 
Anderson  Ship  Channel  and  other  existing  federal  channels  at  the  Port  to  a  depth  of  45  feet 
below  MLLW.  We  would  like  to  thank  this  subcommittee  for  appropriating  requested 
funds  in  the  Coips  of  Engineers'  FY  1995  budget  for  maintenance  dredging  of  portions  of 
the  Glenn  Anderson  Ship  Channel  and  other  existing  federal  channels  at  the  Port.  The 
Los  Angeles  District  Engineer  awarded  a  contract  for  the  initial  required  maintenance 
dredging  work  in  August  1995,  which  was  completed  in  December  1995.  We  also  urge 
this  subcommittee  to  include  an  additional  appropriation  of  $800,000  in  order  to  conduct 
a  federal  channel  condition  survey  and  a  federal  breakwater  rehabilitation  study. 

Vicksburg  Models  Funding 

We  further  ask  this  subcommittee  for  a  modest  $165,000  appropriation  for  ongoing 
maintenance  of  the  models  at  the  Corps'  Waterways  Experiment  Station  (WES)  in 
Vicksburg,  Mississippi,  during  FY  1997.  In  addition,  $325,000  is  needed  for  continued 
wave  data  collection  by  WES  which  is  necessary  to  validate  the  numerical  and  physical 
models  used  for  project  design.  During  the  course  of  the  state-of-the-art  design  effort  for 
the  Pier  300  channels  and  the  Pier  400  land  reclamation,  the  Port  was  able  to  successfully 
utilize  many  of  the  advanced  modeling  and  design  tools  available  at  WES.  Eight  separate, 
but  related,  models  developed  and  maintained  by  the  scientists  and  engineers  of  WES  were 
used  during  the  design  of  the  Pier  300/400  project  by  Port  engineers  with  full  participation 
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by  the  Los  Angeles  District  Engineer's  staff.  Maintenance  of  the  Vicksburg  hydraulic 
physical  model  and  its  prototype  data  acquisition  facilities  remains  an  essential  resource 
for  the  District  Engineer  and  the  Port  of  Los  Angeles. 

Summary 

In  summary,  the  Port  of  Los  Angeles  urges  your  subcommittee  to  include  in  the  Corps  of 
Engineers'  FY  1997  budget  appropriation:  $27,850,000  to  complete  the  design  phase  and 
begin  construction  of  Stage  II;  $2,700,000  for  maintenance  dredging;  $800,000  for 
surveys  and  studies  of  the  channels  and  breakwaters;  $165,000  for  maintenance  of  the 
Vicksburg  models  and  $325,000  for  continued  wave  data  collection.  The  Port  of 
Los  Angeles  has  long  valued  the  understanding  exhibited  by  your  subcommittee  of  the 
importance  of  the  Port  industry  to  the  economic  health  of  the  nation.  This  understanding 
has  been  evidenced  by  appropriation  of  scarce  federal  resources  for  harbor  and  navigation 
projects  such  as  ours. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  this  testimony  in  support  of 
continued  federal  activities  at  the  Port  of  Los  Angeles. 

LELAND  WONG 

President 

Los  Angeles  Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners 

332 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
SAN  DIEGO  UNIFIED  PORT  DISTRICT 

WITNESS 
MARINUS  W.  BAAK,  DIRECTOR  OF  ENGINEERING 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Next,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  introduce  Marinus  Baak, 
the  director  of  engineering  for  the  Port  of  San  Diego. 

Mr.  Baak.  Acting  Chair  Riggs  and  other  subcommittee  members, 
my  name  is  Marinus  Baak,  and  I  am  the  director  of  engineering 
for  the  Port  of  San  Diego.  This  is  my  first  experience  coming  before 
your  committee.  I  must  say,  it  has  been  an  enlightening  experience, 
and  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  and  the  privilege. 

My  testimony  supports  the  request  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for 
a  reconnaissance  study  to  deepen  the  Federal  navigation  channel 
in  San  Diego  harbor.  A  resolution  authorizing  this  study  is  cur- 
rently before  the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure  Subcommittee, 
and,  as  Brian  Bilbray  had  indicated,  it  is  expected  to  be  addressed 
by  the  full  committee  tomorrow.  So  we  assume  that  the  project  is 
an  authorized  project. 

The  Port  of  San  Diego,  on  its  side,  has  initiated  a  number  of 
projects  to  improve  the  landside  infrastructure,  and  we  request 
your  support  and  appropriation  for  $300,000  to  deep>en  our  access 
channel. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  time. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Baak  follows:] 
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Good  morning  Mr.  Chainnan  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

I  am  Marinus  W.  Baak,  Director  of  Engineering  for  the  San  Diego  Unified  Port  District.  My 
testimony  today,  on  behalf  of  the  San  Diego  Unified  Port  District  and  its  Board  of  Port 
Commissioners,  supports  the  request  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for  funding  to  conduct 
a  reconnaissance  study.  The  study  would  evaluate  the  Federal  interest  in  modifications  of  the 
existing  Federal  navigation  channel  at  San  Diego  Harbor,  California.  Proposed  modifications 
include  dredging  to  deepen  the  channel.  A  deeper  channel  is  necessary  to  provide  safe  navigation 
access  to  existing  and  potential  new  maritime  facilities  operated  by  the  San  Diego  Unified  Port 
District 

The  San  Diego  Unified  Port  District  has  the  responsibility  to  manage  and  develop  the  tidelands  of 
San  Diego  Bay  for  commercial,  navigational,  fishery  and  recreational  uses   The  member  cities  of 
the  Port  District  are  San  Diego,  National  City,  Chula  Vista,  Imperial  Beach  and  Coronado.  Under 
the  Port  District's  jurisdiction  are  over  5,275  acres  of  tidelands  of  which  2,500  acres  are  filled 
land  and  403  acres  are  ocean  fi'ont  tidelands. 

The  Port  of  San  Diego  considers  itself  an  "economic  engine"  for  the  San  Diego  region.  The  Port 
District  operates  and  maintains  two  marine  terminals  and  engages  in  other  related  business  and 
economic  activities.  These  economic  activities  result  in  regionally  significant  fiscal  impacts, 
including:  economic  output,  value  added,  employment  and  associated  payroll,  as  well  as  federal, 
state  and  local  taxes. 

An  economic  and  fiscal  impact  analysis  conducted  in  1992  confirmed  the  significant  contribution 
by  the  Port  District  to  the  federal  and  local  economy.  Direct  and  indirect  fiscal  and  tax  revenue 
was  estimated  to  be  $7.42  billion  per  year.  The  federal  portion  of  these  fiscal  and  tax  revenues  is 
estimated  to  be  287  million  +. 
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To  maintain  and  enhance  its  ability  to  contribute  to  the  region's  economic  growth  and  viability 
through  high  wage  job  creation,  the  Port  District  has  identified  strategic  initiatives    One  of  these 
is  the  dredging  of  the  navigation  channel  in  San  Diego  Bay.  This  dredging  is  needed  to  maintain 
and  enhance  access  to  the  Port  District's  marine  terminals.  The  Port  of  San  Diego  is  becoming  the 
port  of  choice  for  new  and  expanding  import/export  trade  in  motor  vehicles,  containers,  and  bulk 
cargoes.  A  deeper  channel  is  needed  to  accommodate  deep  draft  vessels  serving  these 
international  markets. 

In  addition,  the  Port  District  has  initiated  a  number  of  programs  to  improve  the  land-side 
infrastructure.  These  initiatives  include:  (1)  $16  million  to  design  and  construct  improvements  to 
the  10th  Avenue  Marine  Terminal  seawall,  (this  project  has  been  awarded  and  will  commence 
within  30  days);  (2)  coordination  of  local  agencies  from  San  Diego  and  Imperial  Counties,  long 
and  short  haul  railroad  companies,  and  representatives  from  federal  Mexican  agencies  to 
implement  refurbishment  of  the  San  Diego  and  Arizona  Eastern  railroad;  and  (3)  negotiation  with 
Burlington  Northern-Santa  Fe  Railroad  for  a  first  phase,  $8  million,  rail  improvement  project  at 
the  National  City  Marine  Terminal  (subsequent  phases  could  exceed  $20  million). 

In  conclusion,  the  San  Diego  Urtified  Port  District  requests  your  support  and  appropriation  of 
$300,000  in  Fiscal  Year  1997  for  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  initiate  a  reconnaissance 
study  of  modifications  of  the  existing  Federal  navigation  channel  at  San  Diego  Harbor.  The  port 
provides  convenient  access  to  the  international  import/export  trade.  Full  potential  can  only  be 
achieved  through  land-side  infrastructure  improvements  and  dredging  of  the  navigation  channel. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CITY  OF  SANTA  BARBARA 

WITNESS 
JOHN  BRIDLEY,  WATERFRONT  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  We  will  now  hear  from  the  waterfront  director  of 
tlie  city  of  Santa  Barbara,  John  Bridley. 

Mr.  Bridley.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  distinguished  sub- 
committee, I  first  want  to  thank  the  subcommittee  for  including  in- 
vestigation and  planning  cost-shared  funding  for  the  procurement 
of  a  dredge  in  your  bill  last  year.  We  now  believe  that  the  acquisi- 
tion of  this  dredge  can  actually  start  in  fiscal  year  1997.  Therefore, 
on  behalf  of  the  city  of  Santa  Barbara,  I  am  asking  for  $5,790,000 
to  start  this  action. 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee,  we  believe  that 
procurement  of  a  dredge  for  the  Santa  Barbara  harbor  and  turning 
over  the  local  operation  of  annual  harbor  entrance,  maintenance, 
and  dredging  will  allow  the  subcommittee  to  delete  from  its  bill 
over  a  million  dollars  annually  in  O&M  funding.  This  has  been 
demonstrated  at  another  California  harbor  where  over  $9  million 
has  been  saved  in  the  last  8  years. 

We  believe  this  new  and  unique  localization  of  the  operations 
and  management  mission  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  can  save  the 
Federal  Government  millions  of  dollars  annually. 

On  behalf  of  the  city  of  Santa  Barbara,  I  would  like  to  thank  you 
for  this  opportunity,  and  I  have  submitted  a  written  statement  for 
the  record. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you.  And,  as  I  indicated  earlier,  this  is  cer- 
tainly an  intriguing  proposal  in  terms  of  the  long-term  cost  savings 
to  Federal  taxpayers. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Bridley  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  this  distinguished  Subcommittee,  I  thank 
the  Committee  for  including  investigations  and  planning  cost-shared  funding  for 
the  procurement  of  a  dredge  in  your  bill  last  year.  Acquisition  of  a  dredge  can 
start  in  Fiscal  Year  1997.  Therefore,  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  Santa  Barbara, 
California,  I  am  asking  for  $5,790,000  to  start  that  action. 

Mr.  Chairman,  procurement  of  a  dredge  for  Santa  Barbara  Harbor  and 
local  operation  of  annual  Harbor  entrance  maintenance  will  allow  this 
Subcommittee  to  delete  from  its  bill  $1 ,038,000  in  annual  O&M  funding.  This 
has  been  demonstrated  at  another  California  harbor  where  at  least  $9  million  has 
been  saved  over  the  last  eight  years. 

This  new  and  unique  localization  of  the  operations  and  management 
mission  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  will  save  the  Federal  government  millions  of 
dollars. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  your  committee. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
SANTA  CRUZ  PORT  DISTRICT 

WITNESS 
BRIAN  FOSS,  PORT  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Next,  another  former  director,  or  chairman,  of 
CMANC,  Brian  Foss,  who  is  the  port  director  of  the  Santa  Cruz 
Port  District. 

Mr.  Foss.  Congressmen  Riggs  and  Fazio,  we  are  the  harbor  that 
saved  $9  miUion  over  the  last  10  years,  because  in  1986  this  com- 
mittee, through  the  Corps  of  Engineers  £ind  the  Port  District,  joint- 
ventured  a  dredging  district  for  Santa  Cruz  Small  Craft  Harbor, 
and  it  has  been  a  wonderful  partnership  and  success.  We  have  a 
picture  on  page  2  of  our  testimony  which  we  have  submitted.  As 
we  speak,  it  works  today  and  it  does  a  wonderful  job. 

We  are  here  to  propose  that  we  extend  our  contract,  which  ends 
in  2014,  to  2024  or  beyond,  as  our  Congressman  Farr  indicated. 
Concurrently,  we  propose  to  modify  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  MOA 
to  help  the  Port  District  financially  extend  this  contract. 

This  means  we  are  asking  for  $1.8  million  total  authorization 
through  2024.  This  means  that  over  the  next  40  years,  or  the  40 
years  that  we  maintain  the  Federal  channel,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment will  pay  $2.2  million  in  O&M,  which  is  7  percent  of  the  total 
cost;  the  Port  District  would  pay  $29  million,  which  is  $93  million. 
This  request  is  concurrent  with  the  wording  of  legislation  that 
would  change  the  MOA. 

I  come  with  a  second  hat  today.  I  am  a  member  of  the  California 
Maritime  Infrastructure  Bank  Board,  and  this  was  formed  2  years 
ago  with  the  ambitious  mission  of  providing  ports  and  harbors  with 
the  infrastructure  financing  needed  for  the  next  century. 

California  harbors'  and  ports'  needs  are  about  $3  billion  over  the 
next  5  years,  just  to  the  year  2001.  Those  are  numbers  that  you 
don't  have  to  talk  about  in  this  committee.  Somewhere  in  between 
the  local  sponsors's  ability  to  get  financing  and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's ability  to  help,  there  needs  to  be  other  funding  sources,  and 
the  bank  is  set  up  to  do  that. 

All  the  Federal  agencies  think  this  is  a  wonderful  idea.  Unfortu- 
nately, the  bank  was  legislated  into  existence  broke  and  remains 
so. 

We  come  with  no  specific  request  for  this  committee  today,  but 
we  are  asking  for  your  help  in  tr3dng  to  identify  how  we  get  these 
things  off  the  ground,  because  they  are  important.  The  Department 
of  Transportation  is  sponsoring  10  States  to  try  to  do  this  very 
thing.  We  were  the  first.  So  the  bank  is  very  important  for  our  fu- 
ture. 

I  want  to  introduce  the  vice  chairman  of  our  commission.  Bill 
Geisreiter,  and  Commissioner  Ron  Merrall,  who  have  accompanied 
us  today. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Very  interesting  testimony. 

Who  owns  the  Seabright  harbor  dredging? 

Mr.  Foss.  It  is  owned  by  the  Port  District,  but  we  jointly  main- 
tam  the  Federal  channel  at  currently  no  further  cost  to  the  Federal 
Government,  except  for  this  proposal. 
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Mr.  RiGGS.  Have  you  gotten  a  response  from  the  Corps  to  your 
proposal  to  extend  the  O&M? 

Mr.  Foss.  They  would  like  to  extend  this  contract,  but  we  are 
looking  for  an  official  proclamation,  I  guess,  from  the  chief. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Very  good. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Foss  follows:] 
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and 
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BACKGROUND 

In  1986,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Santa  Cruz  Port 
District  joint-ventured  a  dredging  system  for  Santa  Cruz  Small  Craft 
Harbor.  It  now  serves  marine  commerce  and  contributes  to 
California's  economic  recovery.  This  venture  has  been  an  enormous 
success  and  has  made  the  harbor  the  year-round,  all-weather, 
regional  facility  it  was  envisioned  to  be.  It  has  also  been  a  shining 
example  of  what  can  be  accomplished  with  a  federal  /  local 
partnership  plan. 

However,  the  existing  system  deserves  several  modifications: 

•  It  is  in  force  only  to  the  year  2014,  which  is  far  short  of  the  system's 
life; 

•  It  is  costly  to  the  Port  District  beyond  the  intent  of  the  1985, 
enabling  legislation  and  the  1986,  Cooperative  Agreement. 

PROPOSAL  FOR  THE 
WATER  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1996 

The  Port  District  has  proposed  to  the  House  Transportation  and 
Infrastructure  Committee  that  the  existing  1986,  M.O.A.  between  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  be  amended  as  follows: 
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1)  Extend  the  Port  District's  commitment  to  dredge  the  federal  project 
to  the  year  2024. 

2)  Recalculate  the  equities  of  the  original  cost  share  formulas  to 
reflect  current  dollar  values.  Total  new  dollar  value  to  the  Port 
District  is  $1.8  million. 

APPROPRIATION  REQUEST 

If  the  Santa  Cruz  Port  District  proposal  is  included  in  the  1996, 
WRDA  legislation,  then  the  Port  District  requests  that  the  Energy  and 
Water  Development  Committee  appropriate  the  $1.8  million  for  the 
program. 

JUSTIFICATION  FOR  COST  SHARE  RE-EVALUATION 

The  basic  inequity  that  exists  is  that  the  original  1985,  federal 
legislation  (H.D.  357)  committed  the  federal  government  to  operations 
and  maintenance  support  of  a  sand  bypass  system.  The  federal 
contribution  of  $35,000  per  year  (to  the  end  of  the  project  in  2014)  has 
never  been  adjusted  for  inflation.  The  federal  commitment  of  $35,000 
per  year  in  1 985,  was  meant  to  be  significant:  "In  lieu  of  maintenance 
of  the  dredged  general  navigation  channels,  the  United  States  would 
contribute  a  maximum  of  $35,000  annually  as  the  federal  share  of  the 
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cost  of  the  bypassing  system.  The  sum  of  $35, 000  represents  the 
estimated  annual  cost  of  maintenance  of  the  navigation  channels  for  a 
littoral  transport  rate  averaging  25,000  cubic  yards  annually. "  ^  In 
1996,  the  $35,000  figure  would  have  a  current  value  of  nearly 
$200,000. 

As  reference,  $200,000  is  34.7%  of  the  current  Port  District  total 
cost  of  $577,000  per  year.  $35,000  is  6.1% 

1992  FEDERAL  RECONNAISSANCE  STUDY 

It  is  relevant  that  a  federal  reconnaissance  study  v^as  conducted 
in  1992.  The  purpose  of  the  study  was  to  identify  physical 
modifications  of  the  jetty  or  dredging  hardware  which  would  reduce  the 
amount  of  sand  intrusion  and  /  or  reduce  the  cost  of  dredging 
operations.  The  study  concluded  that  there  was  no  cost  effective 
means  to  significantly  improve  on  the  current  "Seabright"  dredge 
system,  or  to  reduce  the  200,000  cubic  yards  of  material  entering  the 
harbor.  This  was  disappointing  to  the  Port  District  because  the  cost  of 
dredging,  $577,000+  per  year,  is  quite  burdensome  to  the  Port 
District's  small  financial  resources. 


^  Except  pages  32,  and  33.  of  1985  H.D.  357. 
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Armed  with  knowledge  that  the  current  system  is  operationally 
effective,  and  that  it  is  the  only  foreseeable  solution,  the  Port  District 
proposes  that  the  Cooperative  Agreement  be  made  more  equitable 
and  then  extended  to  2024. 


BEFimo 
02/29/96 

misc\lmnyfy97.doc 
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U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  AND  SANTA  CRUZ  PORT  DISTRICT 

MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 

ON  DREDGING 

Benefits  of  Proposed  Changes  to  !\/l.O.A.  Terms 


•  Continues  to  2024,  a  system  which  has  created  a  safe,  all  year-round,  all-weather, 
regional  harbor. 

•  The  Port  District  extends  its  agreement  to  dredge  and  maintain  entrance  depth  to 
the  year  2024.  This  includes  all  O&M,  repair,  and  replacement  costs. 

•  Continues  a  program  which  has  proven  to  be  a  model  of  what  federal  /  local 
partnering  can  accomplish. 

•  The  additional  cost  to  the  federal  government  of  $1 .8  million,  combined  with  the 
original  $389,000  contribution  represents  only  7.1  %  of  the  full  cost  of  dredging  the 
entrance  to  the  year  2024.  Santa  Cruz  Port  District  will  pay  92.9%. 

Total  federal  $  2.2  million  7.1% 

Total  Santa  Cruz  Port  District  $28.8  million^  92.9% 

Total:  $31.0  million 

•  Prior  to  the  1986,  M.O.A.  the  federal  government  spent  $1  million  per  year  in 
contracts  to  dredge  Santa  Cruz  Harbor.  If  continued,  the  1986  -  2024,  time  period 
would  have  cost  the  federal  government  approximately  $70  million. 

Proposed  total  federal  participation  to  2024  $   2.2  million 

Projected  federal  costs  if  entrance  dredged 

by  contractor  $70.0  million 

Savings  to  federal  government  to  the  year  2024  $  67.8  million 


BEF:mo 
02/29/96 

misc\moabene.doc 


^  1986  - 1996  figures  are  actual  O&M  costs.  3%  inflation  factor  used  for  1996,  and  beyond.  Repair  and 
replacement  of  equipment  included  in  all  O&M  costs. 
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MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  Santa  Cruz  Port  District 

on  Dredging  Operations  and  Maintenance  for 

Santa  Cruz  Federal  Entrance  Project 


Comparison  of  Current  (1986)  and  Proposed  M.O.A. 

1986 
CURRENT  M.O.A.  PROPOSED  M.O.A. 


TERMS 

TERMS 

1958  Legislation  --  Federal  Contribution  to 

Dredging  O&M 

$35.000/yr 

N/A 

1958  Anticipated  Cost  of  Dredging 

$35.000/yr 

N/A 

1958  Anticipated  Volume  of  Sand 

25.000/cy 

N/A 

1958  Anticipated  Federal  Share 

100% 

N/A 

Actual  Dredging  Volume 

200.000/cy 

200,000/cy 

Present  value  of  $35,000/yr  1986  -  2014  as 

per  1986  agreement.  No  inflation  factor. 

$389,662 

$389,662 

Proposed  additional  federal  contribution,  if 

inflation  factor  added  and  M.O.A.  extended 

to  2024. 

N/A 

$1,825,514 

Total  federal  O&M  share  with  inflation  factor 

added 

N/A 

$2,214,176 

Total  anticipated  cost  of  dredging: 

-1986-2014* 

$19,057,149 

-1986-2024* 

$31,105,619 

Total  federal  contribution  to  O&M 

$389,662 

$2,214,176 

Total  federal  share  (percentage  of  O&M 

1986-2014) 

2.10% 

N/A 

Total  federal  share  (percentage  of  O&M 

1986-2024) 

N/A 

7.10% 

*1986  - 1996  figures  are  actual  O&M  costs.  3%  inflation  factor  used  for  1996,  and  beyond. 
Repair  and  replacement  of  equipment  included  in  all  O&M  costs. 


BEF:mo 
02/27/96 

misc\moa  xls  doc 
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1986-2024  ANNUAL  OPERATING  COSTS 
AS  PROPOSED 


I 


1986-2024  AiMNi  >AI  OPERATING  COSTS  AS 
C^ITHOUT  PROPOSED  CHANGES 


}1.CDO,000 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
PORT  OF  OAKLAND 

WIT>fESS 
RALPH  GIN,  CfflEF  OF  PLANNING 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Next  we  have  the  chief  of  planning  for  the  Port  of 
Oakland,  Ralph  Gin. 

Mr.  Gin.  Good  afternoon,  Representative  Myers  and  members  of 
the  committee.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  submitting  written 
testimony  on  behalf  of  the  Port  of  Oakland  in  support  of  appropria- 
tions that  are  under  consideration  by  the  House  Subcommittee  on 
Energy  and  Water  Development. 

The  estimated  funding  which  we  believe  is  necessary  to  maintain 
ongoing  programs  includes  $8.3  million  for  the  deepening  of  the 
Oakland  outer  and  inner  harbor  channels  and  $2.6  for  annual  oper- 
ations and  maintenance.  We  request  your  support  of  this  rec- 
ommendation, plus  $100,000  for  the  development  of  the  final  man- 
agement plan  for  the  Long-Term  Management  Strategy,  the  LTMS. 

We  believe  that  with  past  actions  that  have  been  taken  by  you 
and  the  House  subcommittee  with  respect  to  ongoing  appropria- 
tions, these  appropriations  have  now  brought  us  to  the  point  where 
the  dredging  contract  has  been  awarded  and  construction  is  well  on 
its  way.  The  project  is  on  schedule,  and  we  expect  completion  by 
November  of  1996. 

Funds  for  the  previously  appropriated  Sonoma  Baylands  project 
had  been  used  to  prepare  that  site  to  receive  Port  of  Oakland 
dredge  material  for  wetland  restoration.  The  combined  project 
served  as  an  excellent  example  of  beneficial  use  of  dredge  mate- 
rials. The  Port  of  Oakland  thanks  you. 

I  would  ask  that  this  written  material  be  incorporated  as  part  of 
the  hearing  record. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you,  sir. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Gin  follows:] 
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PORT  OF  OAKLAND 


CHARLES  W.  R3STER 
Etecuive  Diractor 


March  6,  1996 


Representative  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
&  Members  of  the  House  Subcommittee 
on  Energy  &  Water  Development 

Dear  Representative  Myers  &  Members  of  the  Committee: 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  submitting  written  testimony  on  behalf  of 
the  Port  of  Oakland  in  support  of  appropriations  that  are  under  consi- 
deration by  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Energy  &  Water  Development. 
The  estimated  funding  which  we  believe  is  necessary  to  maintain  the 
ongoing  programs  includes  $8.3  million  for  the  deepening  of  the  Oakland 
Inner  and  Outer  Harbor  channels,  and  $2.6  million  for  annual  operations 
and  maintenance.  We  request  your  support  of  this  recommendation, 
plus  $100,000  for  the  development  of  the  final  management  plan  for  the 
Long  Term  Management  Strategy  (LTMS). 

We  appreciate  past  actions  that  have  been  taken  by  you  and  the  House 
Subcommittee  with  respect  to  ongoing  appropriations.  These  appropria- 
tions have  now  brought  us  to  the  point  where  the  dredging  contract  has 
been  awarded  and  construction  is  well  under  way.  The  project  is  on 
schedule  and  final  completion  is  expected  in  November  1996. 

Funds  for  the  previously  appropriated  Sonoma  Baylands  project  have 
been  used  to  prepare  that  site  to  receive  Port  of  Oakland  dredged 
materials  for  wetland  restoration.  The  combined  projects  serve  as  an 
excellent  example  of  beneficial  use  of  dredged  materials. 

I  would  ask  that  this  written  material  be  incorporated  as  a  part  of  the 
hearing  record.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 


unarles^W.  Foster 
Executive  Director 

530  Water  Street    ■    Jack  London's  Waterfront    ■    P.O.  Box  2064    ■    Oakland,  California  94604-2064 
Telephone  (510)  272-1 100     ■     Fax  (510)272-1172    ■     TDD  (510)  763-5703     ■      Cable  address,  PORTOFOAK,  Oakland- 
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TESTIMONY  BY  THE  PORT  OF  OAKLAND 


BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON  ENERGY  &  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 


MARCH  6,  1996 
WASHINGTON,  D.C. 


By  Charles  W.  Foster,  Executive  Director 
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Chairman  Myers,  &  Members  of 
the  House  Committee 


I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  submitting  written  testimony  in 
support  of  appropriations  that  are  under  consideration  by  the  House 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  &  Water  Development.  These  appropriations, 
to  be  recommended  in  the  President's  budget,  and  necessary  to  maintain 
the  ongoing  projects,  will  provide  an  estimated  $8.3  million  for  continuing 
construction  of  the  -42'  Oakland  Harbor  Channels,  and  an  estimated  $2.6 
million  for  annual  operation  and  maintenance  related  to  the  Oakland 
harbor. 

We  particularly  appreciate  past  actions  that  have  been  taken  by  you  and 
the  House  committee  with  respect  to  ongoing  appropriations  that  have 
now  brought  us  to  the  point  where  actual  construction  of  the  -42' 
Oakland  Channel  deepening  commenced  in  mid-1995  with  expected 
completion  by  November  1996. 

The  Oakland  Harbor  Channel  Improvement  is  a  federally  authorized  pro- 
ject undertaken  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  project  was 
authorized  for  construction  by  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of 
1986. 

The  project  will  deepen  the  channels  to  a  project  depth  of  -42  feet,  mean 
lower  low  water  (MLLW),  and  provide  additional  navigational 
improvements.  Approximately  5.6  million  cubic  yards  of  material  must 
be  dredged  to  provide  the  necessary  channel  improvements. 


2113 
-2- 


The  Corps  estimates  the  annual  benefits  for  Project  Year  1  (1997)  are 
approximately  $40  million.  Average  Annual  Benefits  (1997-2047)  are 
approximately  $144.5  million.   Benefits  of  the  project  are  derived  from: 

A.  The  use  of  larger  vessels  with  lower  operation  cost  and  lower 
fuel  consumption  per  ton  of  cargo  carried. 

B.  Elimination  or  reduction  of  tidal  delays. 

C.  Improvement  in  navigation  vessel  safety  and  reduction  in 
possibility  of  collisions  or  groundings. 

As  the  local  cooperating  agency  for  the  channel  improvements,  the  Port 
of  Oakland  is  fully  committed  to  meet  its  financial  obligations  as  required 
under  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986,  with  the  balance 
of  the  project  cost  to  be  funded  from  federal  appropriations. 

Through  strong  Administration  and  Congressional  support,  with  close 
collaboration  with  environmental  groups,  organized  labor,  and  the  local 
community,  a  three  part  dredge  disposal  plan  was  developed: 

•  Ocean  disposal  55  miles  offshore 

•  300  acre  Wetland  Restoration  Project  using  suitable  dredged 
material 

•  Innovative  upland  disposal  plan  on  Port  property 
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The  Port  of  Oakland  appreciates  your  past  support  for  the  Sonoma 
Baylands  wetland  restoration,  it  allowed  us  to  participate  in  an 
innovative  partnership  approach  to  dredge  material  disposal.  Ultimately, 
the  project  will  provide  significant  public  benefits  through  the  creation  of 
new  wetlands  from  the  use  of  dredged  materials. 

Your  continuing  support  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Long  Term 
Management  Strategy  (LTMS)  has  resulted  in  a  regional  approach  to 
developing  solutions  for  long  term  dredge  disposal  needs.  The  last  step 
is  to  develop  a  final  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  and 
management  plan.  I  respectfully  request  your  support  of  an  estimated 
appropriation  of  $1 00,000  for  the  development  of  these  plans.  We  thank 
you  and  the  Committee  for  its  support  of  past  appropriations. 

The  appropriations  under  consideration  today  will  permit  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  continue  the  construction  of  this  project,  plus  necessary 
maintenance.  The  current  construction  schedule  calls  for  the  Oakland 
Channel  Deepening  Project  to  be  completed  in  November  1996. 

As  I  stated  earlier,  we  appreciate  the  cooperation  and  support  of  this 
committee  and  join  with  the  California  Marine  Affairs  and  Navigation 
Conference  (C-MANC)  to  urge  your  approval  of  the  appropriations 
request. 

### 
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Mr.  Fazio.  Frank,  if  I  could  just  ask,  is  there  any  other  upland 
site  the  Port  of  Oakland  has  in  mind  for  dredge  spoil  distribution? 

Mr.  Gin.  No,  but  we  have  developed  some  smaller  intermediate 
toting  sites  that  we  didn't  transport  up  to  landfills. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Is  most  of  your  spoil  going  out  to  the  ocean? 

Mr.  Gin.  About  half,  and  about  1.7  million  to  Sonoma  Baylands, 
and  1  million  to  our  golf  course. 

Mr.  Fazio.  We  want  to  work  with  you  and  perhaps  find  some 
other  upland  sites  that  might  help  expedite  your  project. 

Mr.  Gin.  If  I  may  say,  that  is  why  I  was  referring  to  the  LTMS 
that  supports  the  upland  study. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Right. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Very  good.  Thank  you. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CONTRA  COSTA  COUNTY  WATER  AGENCY 
WITNESS 
ROBERTA  GOULART,  EXECUTIVE  OFFICER,  COUNTY  WATER  AGENCY 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Our  next  sponsor  is  Roberta  Goulart,  executive  di- 
rector of  the  Contra  Costa  County  Water  Agency. 

Ms.  GrOULART.  Thank  you,  and  good  afternoon.  I  am  so  pleased 
to  be  here  again  this  year. 

Contra  Costa  County  is  the  local  sponsor  for  the  third  and  final 
phase  of  the  San  Francisco-to-Stockton  ship  channeling  project, 
otherwise  known  as  the  Baldwin  Ship  Channel.  We  expect  to  begin 
construction  in  1998. 

We  are  requesting  $600,000,  as  included  in  the  CMANC  fiscal 
year  1997  appropriation  request.  This  will  allow  for  completion  of 
environmental  documentation,  some  related  studies,  and  the  req- 
uisite final  Corps  reports. 

Deepening  of  the  Baldwin  channeling  section  will  improve  tanker 
safety  and  improve  shipping  efficiency.  Currently,  vessels  navigat- 
ing the  Baldwin  channel  do  so  by  awaiting  favorable  tides,  arriving 
partially  loaded,  or  by  offloading  crude  and/or  petroleum  projects  in 
deeper  areas  of  the  bay  before  proceeding  up  the  channel. 

The  San  Francisco-to-Stockton,  or  Baldwin,  project,  will  have 
clear  and  significant  safety  and  economic  benefits  to  the  region.  In 
Contra  Costa  County  we  respectfully  request  continued  funding. 
We  are  so  close  to  completion. 

In  addition,  Contra  Costa  County  supports  the  San  Francisco 
Bar  Channel  and  the  Southampton  Channel  Shoal  Channel  Deep- 
ening. This  is  a  reconnaissance  study  we  are  hoping  will  be  in- 
cluded in  the  President's  fiscal  year  1997  budget.  We  are  truly  hop- 
ing to  initiate  planning  for  those  two  deepening  projects  as  they 
will  also  have  important  safety  considerations. 

Thank  you  so  much  for  your  consideration  of  our  request. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Groulart  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  this  distinguished  Subcommittee: 

Contra  Costa  County  is  pleased  to  support  deepening  of  the  third  and  final  phase  of 
the  San  Francisco-to-Stockton  Ship  Channel  Project,  otherwise  known  as  the  John. 
F.  Baldwin  Ship  Channel.  Deepening  of  this  channel  segment  will  provide  greater 
shipping  efficiency,  improve  tanker  safety  considerations  and  will  make  shipping 
more  economical  for  the  many  industries  which  utilize  this  waterway.  This  project 
extends  from  San  Francisco  Bay,  into  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  Area. 

Currently,  many  existing  vessels  which  navigate  this  waterway  do  so  by  awaiting 
favorable  tides,  arriving  only  partially  loaded,  or  by  off-loading  (lightering)  crude  oil 
and/or  petroleum  products  in  deeper  areas  of  the  bay. 

Channel  deepening  of  this  section  enables  major  oil  company  refineries  to  continue 
economically  feasible  operations  within  Contra  Costa  County.  Oil  companies  are 
■looking  toward  completion  of  this  project  as  they  commit  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  toward  modification  of  manufacturing  facilities  as  part  of  federal  and  state 
mandated  clean  fuel  requirements,  in  addition,  channel  deepening  will  allow  more 
efficient  transport  by  full  loading  of  existing  (and  perhaps  larger)  vessels,  resulting 
in  some  reduction  in  air  quality  impacts,  as  well  as  the  above-mentioned  safety 
considerations. 

Contra  Costa  County,  as  local  sponsor  for  the  project,  believes  that  the  $600,000 
contained  in  the  California  Marine  Affairs  and  Navigation  Conference  (CMANC) 
recommendations  is  adequate  for  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  accomplishment  of 
scheduled  tasks  for  this  fiscal  year.  Our  request  at  this  time  is  for  funding  to  be 
included  in  the  President's  Fiscal  Year  1997  Budget  at  this  level. 

It  is  becoming  increasingly  important  to  work  toward  completion  of  this  project  in  the 
short-term.  Continued  delay  could  further  cripple  a  struggling  economy  which 
otherwise  would  be  aided  by  this  project.  Some  of  the  issues  encountered  by  the 
Port  of  Oakland  are  fundamental  components  of  this  project  as  well,  illustrating  the 
importance  of  working  through  environmental  considerations  to  expedite  dredging 
activities  in  San  Francisco  Bay. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  your  continued  support  of  this  project. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
BAY  PLANNING  COALITION 
WITNESS 
ELLEN  JOHNCK,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  LuNDlN.  Next  we  have  Ellen  Johnck,  executive  director  of 
the  Bay  Planning  Coalition. 

Ms.  Johnck.  Chairman  Myers,  Congressman  Riggs;  hi,  Vic,  how 
are  you? 

Mr.  Fazio.  Hi. 

Ms.  Johnck.  Thank  you  for  your  continuing  enthusiasm  for  our 
San  Francisco  Bay  projects.  We  are  here  to  support  the  entire 
CMANC  list  for  port  and  harbor  projects  in  the  State. 

In  addition,  since  bay  planning  represents  mostly  geographically 
the  ports,  refineries,  and  local  governments  in  San  Francisco  Bay, 
I  wanted  to  talk  about  two  projects  on  the  CMANC  list  in  particu- 
lar. 

One  is,  you  heard  reference  by  Roberta  to  the  reconnaissance 
study  for  the  San  Francisco  Bar  and  the  South  Hamilton  Shoal 
Channel.  These  were  kind  of  mysteriously  left  out  of  the  budget 
last  year.  They  are  very  important,  supporting  deep-draft  naviga- 
tion access  to  the  entire  bay  and  particularly  Richmond  Harbor  and 
the  Chevron  Longwharf,  and  we  have  recent  information  that  indi- 
cates that  we  need  some  changes  in  the  channel  due  to  changes  in 
tanker  design.  So  that  is  why  the  reconnaissance  study  is  impor- 
tant for  both  those  channels. 

The  other  item  is  the  LTMS.  You  have  heard  two  references  to 
the  LTMS  dam  by  Congresswoman  Pelosi,  who  was  definitely  a 
great  champion  for  the  project,  as  well  as  Ralph  Gin  from  the  Port 
of  Oakland.  It  is  a  model  for  the  Nation  for  dredge  material  man- 
agement. 

However,  we  have  one  special  request,  that  we  would  like  an  ad- 
ditional line  item  to  be  added  to  your  budget  to  resolve  a  problem, 
a  major  problem,  with  the  LTMS  at  the  moment,  which  if  it  re- 
mains unresolved,  will,  we  think  doom  the  LTMS  to  failure.  That 
is  the  whole  problem  of  sediment  contaminant  testing. 

Regulatory  agencies  decide  where  dredge  material  should  be  dis- 
posed based  on  a  sweep  of  chemical  and  biological  and  physical  lab- 
oratory evaluations.  These  are  done  in  an  aquarium.  Applicants 
can  spend  thousands  of  dollars,  the  Corps  spends  millions,  on  test- 
ing. We  recently  heard  one  of  our  port  members  asked  for  an  esti- 
mate of  what  it  would  cost  to  sample  and  test  dredge  sediment 
from  four  bursts.  The  estimate  was  $500,000.  This  was  more  than 
the  cost  to  actually  carry  out  the  dredging  itself. 

Applicants  are  very  concerned  about  this.  This  is  very  frustrat- 
ing. Major  economic  decisions  are  made  regarding  placement,  yet 
to  date  there  is  no  uniform,  consistent,  or  practical  interpretive 
guidance  on  what  these  numbers  mean,  what  the  scientific  data 
means,  and  how  to  apply  it  to  disposal  decisions. 

So  what  we  are  asking  for  is  an  appropriation  of  $2  million  to 
go  to  the  waterways  experiment  station  dredging  environmental  re- 
search program,  which  will  give  us  an  interpretive  guidance  telling 
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us  what  the  numbers  mean  and  determining  their  environmental 
relevancy.  We  urge  you  to  seriously  consider  this  request. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Maybe  we  should  just  change  the  regulations  on  the 
Corrections  Day  calendar. 

Mr.  Myers.  Do  you  think  you  can  do  that? 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Jolmck  follows:] 
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Founded  in  1983,  the  Bay  Planning  Coalition  is  a  n\embership-based,  non 
profit  corporation  representing  the  broad  spectrum  of  S.  F.  Bay  maritime 
and  related  shoreline  business  and  industry,  public  and  private  port 
authorities,  oil  refineries,  recreational  marinas,  and  local  governments. 
We  advocate  the  reasoned  and  balanced  regulation  of  the  use  of  water  and 
land  in  the  S.  F.  Bay  region  and  thus  ensure  the  successful  implementation 
of  water  resource  development  projects. 

We  urge  your  favorable  vote  for  funding  the  complete  list  of  port  and 
harbor  projects  recommended  by  C-MANC.  We  want  to  draw  your 
attention  to  two  specific  S.  F.  Bay  items  on  the  project  list. 

1.  We  strongly  support  the  proposed  navigation  studies  for  the  San 
Francisco  Bar  and  Southampton  Shoal  Channels.    The  Southampton 
channel  in  particular  provides  deep  draft  navigation  access  to  Richmond 
Harbor  and  the  Chevron  Longwharf .  In  1992, 21  million  tons  of 
commercial  cargo  passed  through  this  chaimel  with  both  foreign  and 
domestic  shipping  vessels.  Recent  information  indicates  the  channel  may 
need  n:\odifications  to  effidentiy  and  safely  accommodate  newer 
commercial  tanker  ship  designs,  and  thus  the  reconnaissance  study  is 
necessary  to  ensure  that  a  safe  navigable  approach  for  these  vessels  is 
maintained. 

2.  The  project,  known  as  the  LTMS  (Long  Term  Management  Strategy  for 
Dredged  Material  Disposal)  is  nearing  completion.  The  LTMS  is  a 
cooperative  state-federal  planning  process  for  the  designation  of  disposal 
sites  —in  ocean>  in-Bay  and  upland—  that  are  environmentally  acceptable 
and  economically  feasible. 

Our  LTMS  has  become  a  model  for  the  nation.  However,  the  $16  million 
program  is  doomed  to  fail  imless  one  critical  aspect  of  the  program  is 
resolved  and  completed.  The  entire  disposal  site  decision  making  process 
is  driven  by  a  regulatory  requirement  known  as  sediment  contaminant 
testing.     The  federal  regulatory  agencies  decide  where  the  dredged 
material  should  be  disposed  based  on  an  evaluation  of  the  results  of 
laboratory  tests  of  the  sediment  using  a  suite  of  chemical,  physical  and 
biological  analyses.  Major  econonuc  decisions  are  made  regarding 
placement  of  dredged  material  yet  there  is  no  uniform,  consistent  and 
practical  guidance  on  how  to  interpret  the  scientific  data  for  the  purpose  of 
making  decisions.    Industry  spends  thousands  of  dollars  on  testing  and 
then  dredging  projects  are  frequentiy  stalled  because  of  the  lack  of 
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practical  guidance  on  what  the  numbers  mean  and  their  environmental 
relevancy. 

Since  implementation  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  amendments  in  1977,  the 
science  of  testing  and  evaluating  dredged  material  has  advanced  faster 
than  our  ability  to  interpret  the  data  into  decision  making  on  navigation 
projects. 

Regulatory  agencies  were  content  with  measuring  substances  in  the  parts 
per  million  range  in  the  70's  and  the  parts  per  billion  in  the  80's.  Today  we 
are  able  to  measure  substances  in  the  parts  per  triUion  and  even 
quadrillion  range. 

For  the  past  two  years,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  proposed  to  the 
Congress  in  the  President's  budget,  a  new  program  entitled.  Dredging 
Operations  and  Environmental  Research,  DOER  for  short.  A  major 
purpose  of  this  program  is  to  develop  interpretative  guidance  for  use  in 
dredged  sediment  decision  making.  It  has  not  been  funded  to  date.  We 
strongly  encourage  the  subcommittee  to  support  the  Dredging  Operations 
Research  program  by  adding  a  line  item  to  your  budget  for  $2  million  to 
complete  and  implement  a  revised  sediment  testing  protocol  and  uniform 
interpretative  guidelines. 

We  believe  without  this  type  of  research  incorporated  into  the  LTMS 
program,  the  LTMS  will  be  largely  ineffective. 

Thank  you  for  your  serious  consideration  of  our  requests. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
PORT  OF  STOCKTON 

WITNESS 
ALEXANDER  KRYGSMAN,  PORT  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  let  him  in.  He  was  out  in  the 
hallway.  As  you  all  know,  this  is  former  chairman  of  CMANC  Alex 
Krygsman,  and  I  believe  you  still  work  as  a  port  director  at  the 
Port  of  Stockton.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Myers.  You  have  something  we  can  send  to  Hunter?  He  al- 
ways likes  to  see  your  brochure.  I  talked  to  him  last  night,  told  him 
you  would  be  here,  and  I  would  pick  up  the  brochure. 

Mr,  Krygsman.  He  would. 

Mr.  Fazio.  He  told  me  to  tell  you  he  could  have  dinner  with  you 
even  if  we  can't. 

Mr.  Krygsman.  I  am  Alex  Krygsman,  port  director  at  the  Port 
of  Stockton. 

This  is  the  nineteenth  year  that  I  am  testifying  before  you,  and 
since  that  may  well  be  one  of  the  longest  continuous  members  of 
this  group  that  have  been  testifying  before  you,  Mr.  Myers,  and 
also  Vic  Fazio,  who  has  been  on  this  committee,  I  believe,  18  years. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Still  a  junior  member. 

Mr.  Myers.  Working  his  way  up. 

Mr.  Krygsman.  And  of  course  Mr.  Tom  Bevill,  who  was  here,  I 
believe,  20  years.  So  I  am  coming  close  to  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Longer  than  that — ^26. 

Mr.  Krygsman.  Well,  I  would  like  to  certainly  be  on  record 
thanking  you  for  all  the  fiin  we  have  had  as  well  as  the  opportunity 
you  have  given  me  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the  Port  of  Stockton. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Krygsman.  And  I  am  wishing  both  of  you  all  the  best  in  the 
future. 

I  have  brought  with  me,  as  usual — I  have  done  this  for  18  and 
now  19  years — a  colorful  publication  of  the  Port  of  Stockton  so  that 
you  don't  forget  where  we  are  and  so  that  you  will  support  our  re- 
quest for  funding. 

I  also  brought  with  me  this  year  Mr.  Ed  Coy,  who  is  vice  chair- 
man of  our  commission.  He  is  over  there.  You  will  see  his  picture 
in  this  publication  also. 

Mr.  Myers.  Is  yours  in  it  by  chance? 

Mr.  Krygsman.  I  believe  so. 

Mr.  Myers.  That  is  what  Hunter  will  be  interested  in. 

Mr.  Krygsman.  I  know  he  wants  to  know  how  many. 

Mr.  Myers.  He  will  let  you  know. 

Mr.  Krygsman.  By  the  way,  I  am  on  page  number  47. 

Mr.  Fazio.  I  thought  that  was  Ed  Coy. 

Mr.  Krygsman.  And  Mr.  Ron  Coale,  who  is  commissioner,  and 
his  picture  is  of  course  also  in  the  publication.  And  you  can  find 
that  on  page  number  6,  by  the  way. 

I  have  presented  my  written  testimony,  so  I  will  put  that  in  the 
record.  But  I  do  want  to  point  out  to  you  that  our  request  for  a  po- 
tential new  navigation  study  for  $650,000  is  not  just  a  separate 
study.  Although  that  is  a  separate  project,  it  is  very  much  tied  in 
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with  the  Baldwin  channel  that  Roberta  Groulart  already  testified  to 
you  about,  and  that  is  of  course  the  part  of  the  San  Francisco-to- 
Stockton  authorization. 

Just  to  show  you,  in  the  early  1970s  the  entrance  channel  to  San 
Francisco  was  deepened  under  that  authorization  that  was  part  of 
our  project,  and  we  finished  the  deepening  to  Stockton  in  1987.  We 
need  to  go  on  with  this  Baldwin  channel,  it  is  still  part  of  our  au- 
thorization, and  that  will  give  you  a  good  idea  how  long  this  takes. 

So  it  is  important  that  we  start  with  the  study  on  our  next  re- 
quest to  go  possibly  40  feet.  But  this  needs  to  be  coordinated  with 
the  Baldwin  channel,  and  it  also  needs  to  be  coordinated  with  the 
other  two  studies  for  San  Francisco  Bay  because  they  all  have  a 
bearing  on  each  other. 

So  if  we  don't  have  to  study  at  the  same  time  that  those  studies 
go  on,  then  it  cannot  be  considered,  and  we  may  have  to  reinvent 
the  wheel  two  or  three  years  from  now.  So  I  would  ask  your  consid- 
eration of  that. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  Nice  to  see  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Krygsman  follows:] 
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Port  of  Stockton 

General  Offices:  P.O.  Box  2089.  Stockton.  CA  95201-2089 
(209)  946-0246  /  FAX  (209)  465-7244  or  (209)  466-5986 


CONGRESS  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 


SUB-COMMITTEE  ON 
ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

STATEMENT  BEFORE  THE  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

APPROPRIATIONS  SUB-COMMITTEE 

OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 


BEFORE  THE  HONORABLE  JOHN  MYERS,  CHAIRMAN 
AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE 


Mr  Chairman: 

I  am  Alexander  Krygsman,  Port  Director  of  the  Port  of  Stockton  in  Stockton,  California. 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton  Ship  Channels  Project  is  an  authorized  project, 
presently  under  construction. 

The  Port  of  Stockton  is  primarily  a  bulk  port  that  serves  industry  and  agriculture  in  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley  in  California,  and  the  bulk  imports  and  exports  of  the  Western  States, 
including  the  coal  areas  of  these  States. 

The  Port  of  Stockton  recognized  as  far  back  as  1952  that  deeper  channels  would  be 
needed  for  the  movements  of  bulk  cargoes  and  requested  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  deepen  the 
channel  in  1952  Coal,  grain,  fertilizers  and  many  other  bulk  materials  require  deeper  channels  to 
serve  the  larger  bulk  carriers. 


GENERAL  OFFICE:  2201  W.  WASHINGTON  ST.,  STOCKTON.  SAN  JOAQUIN  COUNTY,  CALIFORNIA 


2127 


United  States  House  of  Representatives 
Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations 
Sub-Committee  of  the  House  Appropriations  Committee 
Page  two 

The  Nation  needs  ports  that  can  handle  larger,  more  economical  and  more  fliel-efficient 
vessels  close  to  the  production  areas,  both  agricultural  and  industrial,  to  conserve  energy. 

The  Port  of  Stockton  is  such  a  port. 

The  dredging  of  the  Stockton  Channel  portion  of  the  project  was  completed  in  1987.  A 
copy  of  the  Port  of  Stockton's  most  recent  annual  report  is  attached.  Cargo  volume  has 
increased  since  the  dredging  of  the  Stockton  Channel  was  completed;  and  the  project  is  certainly 
paying  off. 

Therefore,  we  have  requested  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  a  potential  new  navigation  study 
to  deepen  the  Channel  further  to  forty  (40)  feet  or  more,  if  economically  feasible. 

For  the  1997  riscal  year,  we  are  requesting  six  hundred  fifty  thousand  dollars  ($650,000) 
for  this  study.  Because  this  study  has  to  be  coordinated  for  proper  timing  with  the  continuing 
construction  of  the  John  F.  Baldwin  Channel,  and  with  the  progress  of  the  Baldwin  Channel 
project,  now  is  the  time  to  do  this  study 

This  is  not  just  a  new  study.  This  study,  and  the  eventual  construction,  is  closely  tied  to 
the  John  F.  Baldwin  Channel  construction,  and  this  project  needs  to  be  timed  appropriately  with 
the  John  F.  Baldwin  Channel  construction.  Deferring  six  hundred  fifty  thousand  dollars 
($650,000)  now  could  cost  millions  in  extra  cost  later. 

We  urge  you  to  appropriate  six  hundred  fifty  thousand  dollars  ($650,000)  for  the 
Stockton  Deep  Water  Channel  Recon  Report  We  also  strongly  urge  that  two  million  dollars 
($2,000,000)  be  appropriated  to  maintain  the  channels  so  that  the  benefits  may  continue  to 
accrue. 

fully  yours,    ^,,,-7^''^^^- 

>.rygsman 
Director,  Port  of  Stockton 
Stockton,  California 

AK/yri 
Attachment 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CITY  OF  PETALUMA 

WITNESS 
BARBARA  LIND,  JERICO  PRODUCTS,  INC. 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  We  have  a  new  member  of  CMANC,  and  she  is  the 
next  presenter.  She  is  owner  of  a  small  business  called  Jerico  Prod- 
ucts, and  she  also  represents  the  City  of  Petaluma,  Barbara  Lind. 

Ms.  LiND.  Hi.  Thank  you  for  having  us  here. 

My  name  is  Barbara  Lind.  I  am  from  Petaluma.  I  would  like  to 
introduce  two  people  that  joined  us  here:  First  of  all,  my  husband 
of  27  years,  also  my  business  partner;  he  is  a  man  of  extraordinary 
patience  and  integrity:  Mike  Lind;  and  Brian  Sobel,  a  former  vice 
mayor  and  councilperson  from  the  City  of  Petaluma. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  I  will  note  for  the  record,  Brian  is  a  very  good  friend 
of  mine,  someone  I  very  much  respect. 

Ms.  Lind.  Ours  too. 

Petaluma  is  a  community  of  48,000  people  located  39  miles  north 
of  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge.  My  husband  and  I  own  and  operate 
Jerico  Products,  Inc.,  a  business  which  accounts  for  over  350,000 
commercial  tons  of  shipping  each  year  on  a  river  that  depends  on 
the  dredging  program  authorized  by  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  with  funds  appropriated  to  the  United  States  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers,  who  carry  out  that  task  in  4-year  cycles. 

The  tonnage  that  we  move  is  primarily  tied  to  ag  and  construc- 
tion interests.  We  have  come  to  testify  today  because  we  are  very 
concerned  about  the  future  of  the  dredging  program  along  the 
Petaluma  River,  one  of  only  five  navigable  rivers  running  through 
cities  in  California. 

The  Petaluma  River  has  been  a  vital  element  to  the  economy  of 
Petaluma,  and  Sonoma  County,  for  well  over  a  century-and-a-half. 
In  the  last  10  years  alone,  over  4  million  tons  of  commercial  goods 
have  been  transported  on  that  river. 

I  cut  out  lots  of  my  speech  here  to  be  short  today. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Lind.  The  Petaluma  River  is  an  extremely  important  ele- 
ment in  the  transportation  network  serving  the  North  Bay  area,  a 
region  with  a  population  of  several  hundred  thousand.  For  the 
movement  of  commercial  goods,  the  North  Bay  is  currently  served 
only  by  Highway  101.  This  highway  has  just  two  lanes  in  either  di- 
rection in  the  critical  link  between  Petaluma  and  Novato,  a  city  10 
miles  south. 

The  Petaluma  River  remains  a  vital  piece  of  the  transportation 
network.  Without  the  river  remaining  navigable  for  commercial 
uses,  a  tremendous  further  burden  would  be  shifted  to  an  already 
congested  highway,  which  currently  requires  significant  infrastruc- 
ture improvement,  including  the  addition  of  lanes  and  the  upgrade 
of  several  on  and  off  ramps  north  of  Petaluma. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  our  company, 
Jerico  Products,  depends  on  the  Petaluma  River  dredging  for  our 
very  survival.  Our  future  rests  on  our  ability  to  deliver  our  goods 
to  markets  on  the  West  Coast,  to  places  around  the  Nation,  and  in- 
deed to  the  Pacific  Rim. 
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We  urge  any  and  all  efforts  be  expended  to  assist  local  commu- 
nities in  the  North  Bay  area,  which  depend  on  the  Petaluma  River, 
by  continuing  funding  for  the  dredging  of  the  Petaluma  River  from 
the  traditional  starting  point  in  San  Pablo  Bay  to  the  turning  basin 
of  Petaluma,  to  include  a  7-mile  stretch  in  the  Petaluma  area. 

On  behalf  of  Petaluma  residents  and  its  city  council,  which  asked 
me  to  personally  deliver  a  resolution  attached  to  this  statement,  I 
thank  you  for  your  support  over  the  last  years.  You  have  been  very 
good  to  the  City  of  Petaluma. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Lind  follows:] 
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Statement  of  Barbara  Lind,  Petaiuma  California 

to  the 

Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development, 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Wednesday,  March  6,  1996 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Water 
Development: 

My  name  is  Barbara  Lind  of  Petaiuma,  California,  a  community  of  48,000 
people,  located  39  miles  north  of  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge.  We  own  and  operate  Jerico 
Products,  Inc.,  a  business  which  accounts  for  over  350,000  commercial  tons  of 
shipping  each  year  on  a  river  that  depends  on  the  dredging  program  authorized  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  with  funds  appropriated  to  the  Unites  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  who  carry  out  the  task  in  four-year  cycles. 

We  come  to  testify  today  because  we  are  concerned  with  the  future  of  the 
dredging  program  along  the  Petaiuma  River,  one  of  only  five  navigable  rivers  running 
through  cities  in  California.  The  Petaiuma  River  has  been  a  vital  element  in  the 
economy  of  Petaiuma,  and  Sonoma  County,  California,  for  well  over  a  century  and  a 
half.  In  the  last  10  years  alone,  over  4  million  tons  of  commercial  goods  have  been 
transported  on  the  river. 

The  Petaiuma  River  is  not  only  important  because  of  its  traditional  role  in  the 
commercial  movement  of  goods,  including  agricultural  and  construction  related 
products,  but  also  because  the  citizens  of  Petaiuma  and  surrounding  communities  in 
large  numt>ers  use  the  river  for  recreational  purposes,  including  boating  and  fishing. 

The  importance  of  a  continuing  maintenance  and  dredging  program  for  the 
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Petaluma  River  is  also  critically  important  for  other  reasons  as  well.  The  area  of 
Petaluma,  is  located  in  a  valley  between  hills  which  during  the  winter  months,  at  times, 
produce  significant  runoff.  A  combination  of  winter  storms  and  high  tides,  on  at  least 
two  occasions  in  the  last  15  years  has  produced  500-year  flood  experiences,  which 
greatly  impacted  susceptible  areas  of  the  community,  including  a  mobile  home  park 
housing  many  senior  citizens.  We  believe  had  it  not  been  for  constant  maintenance 
and  dredging  of  the  river,  we  may  well  have  experienced  an  even  greater  loss  of 
property  and  associated  damage.  We  in  Petaluma  know  full  well  the  importance  of  the 
Congressional  commitment  to  helping  us  avoid  flooding  through  a  vigilant  dredging 
program. 

In  addition  to  flood  control,  the  benefits  of  regularly  scheduled  dredging 
includes  a  remarkable  program  initiated  by  a  local  high  school  which  has  restored  a 
salmon  run  that  has  graced  the  area  for  hundreds  of  years.  Casa  Grande  High  School, 
featured  nationally  on  ESPN  and  other  networks,  mainly  through  private  donations, 
built  a  hatchery  and  began  cleaning  the  creeks  running  to  the  Petaluma  River.  They 
were  then  successful  in  hatching  salmon  and  releasing  the  fish  to  restore  the 
traditional  breeding  locations  and  save  the  salmon  for  future  generations.  This  would 
not  have  been  possible  without  a  river  that  flows  without  obstruction. 

On  a  recreational  note,  the  Petaluma  River  also  has  a  paddlewheel  style  boat 
which  travels  up  and  down  the  waterway  with  trips  scheduled  each  day.  Additionally, 
the  Petaluma  area  boasts  a  marina  and  a  downtown  turning  basin  which  hosts 
hundreds  of  boats  each  year  that  come  to  the  community  to  visit,  and  in  turn,  spend 
much  needed  tax  dollars  in  the  community.  The  six-year  old  marina,  a  public/private 
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partnership,  is  now  starting  to  mal<e  an  positive  economic  impact  on  the  community  as 
more  boat  owners  sign  leases  to  berth  their  boats  in  Petaluma. 

Two  other  important  points  I  believe  should  also  be  made  today  concerning  the 
Petaluma  River.  First,  the  citizens  have  recently  completed  the  Petaluma  River  Plan,  a 
unique  document  co-authored  by  a  committee  of  interested  citizens,  environmentalists, 
river  oriented  business  owners,  the  City  of  Petaluma,  and  others.  The  plan  is 
comprehensive  and  remarkable  in  that  it  provides  for  the  enhancement  and  future 
uses  of  the  river,  including  solving  long-standing  questions  regarding  land  use  zoning, 
the  economic  viability  of  the  river,  and  most  importantly,  protection  of  this  precious 
resource  for  our  children  and  grandchildren. 

The  other  point,  and  as  vital  as  any  other  I've  made  today,  is  the  importance  of 
the  Petaluma  River  in  the  transportation  network  serving  the  North  Bay  Area  ,a  region 
with  a  population  of  several  hundred  thousand.  For  the  movement  of  commercial 
goods  the  North  Bay  is  currently  served  only  by  Highway  101.  This  highway  has  just 
two  lanes  in  either  direction  in  the  critical  link  between  Petaluma  and  Novate,  a  city  10 
miles  south.  Additionally,  there  is  a  rail  line  which  is  used  by  the  California  Northern 
railroad  entity  to  move  some  commercial  products  from  counties  to  the  north  of 
Sonoma  through  the  Petaluma  area  heading  to  points  south  and  east.  The  Petaluma 
River  therefore,  remains  a  vital  piece  of  the  transportation  network.  Without  the  river 
remaining  navigable  for  commercial  uses,  a  tremendous  further  burden  would  be 
shifted  to  an  already  congested  highway,  which  currently  requires  significant 
infrastructure  improvement,  including  the  addition  of  lanes  and  the  upgrade  of  several 
on  and  off-  ramps  north  of  Petaluma. 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  company,  Jerico  Products, 
depends  on  the  Petaluma  River  for  our  very  survival.  Our  future  literally  rests  on  our 
ability  to  deliver  our  goods  to  markets  on  the  west  coast,  to  places  around  the  nation, 
and  indeed  to  Pacific  Rim  countries.  We  are  not  unusual  in  this  regard.  We  calculate 
that  river  businesses  in  Petaluma  alone  account  for  several  hundred  jobs.  We  know 
that  we  also  help  support  hundreds  more  as  goods  arrive  to  be  distributed  to  the 
community  and  county.  Many  jobs  in  other  locations  are  also  supported  by  the 
products  shipped  from  our  area,  via  the  river. 

Today,  by  way  of  this  testimony,  we  urge  that  any  and  all  efforts  be  expended  to 
assist  local  communities  in  the  North  Bay  Area,  which  depend  on  the  Petaluma  River, 
by  continuing  funding  for  the  dredging  of  the  river  from  the  traditional  starting  point  in 
San  Pablo  Bay  to  the  turning  basin  of  Petaluma,  to  include  a  7-mile  stretch  in  the 
Petaluma  area. 

On  behalf  of  Petaluma  residents  and  its  city  council,  which  asked  me  to 
personally  deliver  a  resolution,  attached  to  this  statement  for  the  record,  we  thank  you 
for  your  support  over  the  past  years  and  ask  for  your  continuing  assistance  in 
maintaining  funding  for  dredging  of  the  Petaluma  River. 

Thank  you  also  for  the  opportunity  to  address  you  today  concerning  this  most 
important  issue  for  our  region. 
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^  ,       ^.  -,  KT>^f-  THE  WITHIN  INSTRUMENT  IS  A 

Resolution  No.  iMO N.CS.         true  copy  of  the  origin*l 

of  the  Cit\-  of  Petaluma.  California  °^  ""-^ '"  ™'s  omcE 

2  FCB  2  I  1596 

3  *nm 

4  RESOLUTION  OF  SUPPORT  FOR  PROACTIVE  EFFORTS  TO  MAIM 


5  AND  ENHANCE  THE  PETALUMA  RIVER  Cf-fHlixM  c 

6  WUUmiYON    OiVv 

7 

8  WHEREAS,  the  Petaluma  River  is  one  of  only  five  navigable  rivers  running  through  cities  in 

9  California;  and 
10 

1 1  WHEREAS,  the  Petaluma  River  for  over  a  century  has  been  a  vital  element  in  the  economic  and 

12  recreational  base  of  Petaluma,  and  remains  so  today;  and 
13 

14  WHEREAS,  the  Petaluma  River  requires  periodic  dredging  and  general  maintenance  to  maintain 

1 5  its  necessary  role  in  supporting  businesses  that  use  the  river  on  a  daily  basis,  and  a  community  which 
6      receives  economic  and  recreational  benefits  as  a  result;  and 

17 

18  WHEREAS,  an  extensive  River  Plan  has  been  developed  by  a  committee  of  Petaluma  citizens 

1 9  which  envisions  and  plans  for  a  sensitive,  healthy  and  economically  beneficial  future  for  the  river;  and 
20 

21  WHEREAS,  a  concentrated  and  increased  effort  must  be  launched  to  fijUy  inform  all  interested 

22  parties,  private  and  governmental,  as  to  the  need  for  on-going  funding  to  provide  flood  protection  and 

23  maintain  the  navigability  of  the  ri\  er;  and 
24 

25  WHEREAS,  to  that  end  we  endorse  any  and  all  efforts  to  maintain  dredging  cycles  and  the 

26  economic  vitality  of  the  river,  and  to  proactively  monitor  and  comment  upon  all  legislation  which  may 
^7      affect  the  Petaluma  River. 
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1 

2  NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  Petaluma  City  Council  stands  ready  to  work 

3  with  interested  citizens  and  elected  representatives  on  this  most  important  issue  of  maintaining  the 

4  Petaluma  River  to  benefit  the  commercial  and  recreational  users  thereof. 
5 

6  resolul/winword-mk/kc 


Under  the  power  and  itthority  conferred  upon  tfaig  Council  by  tha  Charter  of  add  City. 

REFERENCE:                  '  hereby  certify  the  foregoing  Resolution  was  introduced  and  adopted  by  the  Approved  as  to 

Coonca  of  the  Oty  of  Petaluma  at  a  (Regular)  CMJDRIBdtMQPBadl)  meeting  ''"™ 

on  the    .ZPth day  of EetiCUarjI 199fi_.  by  the         -J^  "^ -iP 

City  Attorney 


following  vote: 
AYES:    HAMILTON,  STOMPE,  MAGUIRE,  READ,  SHEA,  MAYOR  HILLIGOSS 


NOES:     NONE 

ABSENT:    VIC^AYOR  BARLAl 

ATTEST:    _ 

City  Clerfc 


R»  Na  ,..96-fiQ  NC.S 
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Mr,  Myers.  What  do  you  manufacturer  Mrs.  Lind? 

Ms.  Lind.  I  thought  you  might  ask  that.  Actually,  we  dredge  an- 
cient oyster  shells  out  of  the  bay,  and  we  bring  them  up  the 
Petaluma  River  there,  and  the  primary  market  for  that  is  chicken 
feed — has  been  since  the  twenties — and  then  also  sand  for  con- 
struction. 

Mr.  Myers.  An  oyster — as  a  kid,  my  sister  and  I  bought  chickens 
by  the  hundreds,  and  we  lost  them  by  the  hundreds. 

Ms.  Lind.  You  needed  more  oyster  shells. 

Mr.  Myers.  They  never  made  it  far  enough  to  even — ^we  put 
green  stuff  in  the  water  and  found  out  we  lost  several  hundred  lit- 
tle baby  chicks  until  we  found  out  what  was  causing  it. 

Ms.  Lind.  Probably  lack  of  oyster  shells. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Petaluma  has  been  known  as  the  chicken  capital. 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  thought  Arkansas  was. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  That  is  fresh  frozen. 

Ms.  Lind.  A  very,  very  fine  distinction  to  be  made. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  But  also  let  me  point  out,  the  Petaluma  River  has 
really  been  experiencing  a  revival  in  recent  years.  It  has  been  in- 
teresting to  see  the  tourist  traffic  as  well  as  the  commerce  being 
shipped  on  that  river,  and  that  river,  with  its  waterfront  properties 
in  downtown,  has  become  the  heart  and  soul. 

Mr.  Myers.  They  ought  to  keep  dredging  it  out  then,  keep  on 
dredging. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  That  is  right.  It  is  truly  very  important  to  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  and  the  quality  of  life  to  the  city  of  Petaluma  and 
southern  Sonoma  County. 

Ms.  Lind.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony,  Barbara. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
RICHMOND  NAVIGATION  PROJECT 
WITNESS 
LAWRENCE  G.  MALLON,  SPECIAL  COUNSEL 

Mr.  LuNDiN.  We  now  have  Larry  Mallon,  Federal  Advocate  for 
the  Port  of  Richmond. 

Mr.  Mallon.  Good  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
subcommittee. 

I  am  here  today  on  behalf  of  Mayor  Rosemary  Corbin  and  mem- 
bers of  the  City  Council  and  Port  Director  Mike  Powers,  on  behalf 
of  the  Richmond  Navigation  Project  authorized  in  the  Water  Re- 
sources Development  Act  of  1986. 

We  express  our  sincere  gratitude  to  the  chairman,  Mr.  Bevill, 
Mr.  Fazio,  and  Mr.  Riggs,  for  over  10  years  of  continued  construc- 
tion funding. 

Richmond  is  a  new  project  navigation  start.  The  contract  will  be 
let  within  the  last  month  of  this  fiscal  year.  We  expect  most  of  the 
construction  to  occur  during  fiscal  year  1997.  It  is  a  $33  million 
Federal  project  with  a  $9  million  local  share,  1.7  million  cubic 
yards  of  material  of  which  we  expect  1.5  million  cubic  yards  to  be 
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deposited  at  the  EPA  designated  ocean  disposal  site,  the  remaining 
200,000  yards  to  be  disposed  of  at  a  port-provided  upland  site. 

We  are  also  back  here  testifying  before  the  House  Transportation 
Committee  on  the  much  needed  legislation  to  cost  share  upland 
disposal  sites  in  the  future,  and  we  are  anticipating  being  bene- 
ficiaries of  that. 

As  we  speak,  the  local  sponsor  is  completing  final  action  on  what 
we  hope  to  be  the  first  local  assessment  district  in  the  country  to 
pay  a  substantial  part  of  its  local  share.  They  are  ready  to  fulfill 
their  obligations.  We  are  asking  for — I  believe  the  CMANC  rec- 
ommends is  $8  million. 

When  we  calculate  the  numbers,  we  figure  that  the  remaining 
first  Federal  cost  is  somewhere  about  $15.24  million.  The  city  basi- 
cally asks  for  a  sum  in  an  amount  appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1997 
of  at  least  $8  million  and  as  much  of  the  remaining  $15  million  to 
substantially  complete  construction  in  this  year.  It  is  basically  a 
one-year  and  month's  construction  schedule,  so  most  we  expect  to 
occur  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Mallon  follows:] 
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STATEMENT 

OF 

LAWRENCE  G.  MALLON,  SPECIAL  COUNSEL 

ON  BEHALF  OF 

THE  CITY  OF  RICHMOND,  CALIFORNIA 

AT  A  HEARING  ON 

FISCAL  YEAR  1997  ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS 

BEFORE 

THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON,  D.C. 

WEDNESDAY,  MARCH  6.  1996 

MR  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE. 

THANK  YOU  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU 
TODAY  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1997  ENERGY  AND  WATER 
APPROPRIATIONS  MEASURE. 

I  AM  LAWRENCE  G.  MALLON,  SPECIAL  COUNSEL  TO  THE  PORT  OF 
RICHMOND.  I  APPEAR  AT  THE  REQUEST,  AND  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  PORT 
DIRECTOR,  MICHAEL  R.  POWERS,  AND  MAYOR  ROSEMARY  CORBIN  AND 
THE  MEMBERS  OF  THE  CITY  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CITY  OF  RICHMOND,  AS  THE 
LOCAL  SPONSOR  OF  THE  PROJECT  FOR  NAVIGATION,  RICHMOND  HARBOR, 
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CALIFORNIA.  AUTHORIZED  UNDER  THE  WATER  RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1986  ("WRDA  1986')(PUBUC  LAW  99-662). 

MY  APPEARANCE  IS  NECESSITATED  BY  AN  IMPORTANT  HEARING 
AND  VOTE  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  NAVIGATION  PROJECT  PENDING  BEFORE 
THE  CITY  COUNCIL  AS  WE  SPEAK  REQUIRING  THE  PRESENCE  OF  ALL 
COUNCIL  MEMBERS  AS  THE  CITY,  INTENDED  AS  FURTHER  EVIDENCE  OF 
ITS  GOOD  FAITH  AND  CONTINUING  PROJECT  SUPPORT,  PROCEEDS  TO  THE 
CONSIDERATION  OF  A  RESOLUTION  OF  INTENTION  CONCERNING  THE 
FINANCIAL  PARTICIPATION  BY  PRIVATE  SECTOR  BENEFICIARIES  IN 
PROJECT  FINANCING  IN  THE  FIRST-OF-ITS-KIND  RICHMOND  HARBOR 
NAVIGATION  IMPROVEMENT  DISTRICT. 

THE  MAYOR  AND  CITY  COUNCIL  RECOGNIZE  AND  EXPRESSES  THEIR 
PROFOUND  GRATITUDE  TO  OUR  LOCAL  CONGRESSMAN,  THE  HONORABLE 
GEORGE  MILLER,  CONGRESSMAN  BILL  BAKER,  AND  TO  YOU.  MR. 
CHAIRMAN,  AS  WELL  AS  CONGRESSMEN  RIGGS  AND  FAZIO  AND  THE 
OTHER  MEMBERS  OF  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE  AND  STAFF  FOR  THEIR 
TANGIBLE  SUPPORT  IN  DIFFICULT  FISCAL  TIMES  IN  FUNDING  THIS 
NAVIGATION  PROJECT  OF  CRITICAL  IMPORTANCE  TO  THE  FUTURE 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  CITY  AND  PORT  OF  RICHMOND. 

THE  CITY  OF  RICHMOND  IS  ESPECIALLY  PLEASED  THAT  AFTER  TEN 
LONG  YEARS-AND  THE  EXPENDITURE  TO  DATE  OF  AN  AMOUNT  IN  EXCESS 
OF  EIGHT  MILLION  DOLLARS  IN  FEDERAL  FUNDS,  THE  RICHMOND  PROJECT 
IS  A  NEW  CONSTRUCTION  START  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1996.  OUR  REQUEST  IS 
THEREFORE  FOR  SUFFICIENT  FOLLOW-ON  APPROPRIATIONS  TO  PERMIT 


2140 


CONTINUING  CONSTRUCTION  AND  SUBSTANTIAL  PROJECT  COMPLETION 
IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1997  REPRESENTED  BY  THE  BALANCE  OF  THE  FEDERAL 
SHARE  OF  PROJECT  CONSTRUCTION  COST  OF  SEVENTEEN  MILUON 
DOLLARS. 

AS  WE  SPEAK  THE  REPRESENTATIVES  OF  THE  CITY  AND  DISTRICT 
ENGINEER  HAVE  COMMENCED  NEGOTIATIONS  EXPECTED  TO  CULMINATE 
IN  THE  EXECUTION  OF  THE  PROJECT  COOPERATION  AGREEMENT  FOR  THE 
PROJECT  IN  LATE  JUNE-EARLY  JULY  OF  THIS  YEAR.  THE  FINAL  GENERAL 
DESIGN  MEMORANDUM  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR 
THE  PROJECT  WILL  SHORTLY  BE  TRANSMITTED  BY  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DISTRICT  TO  THE  SOUTH  PACIFIC  DIVISION,  AND  ON  TO  HEADQUARTERS. 
SETTING  THE  STAGE  FOR  COMMENCEMENT  OF  CONSTRUCTION  BEFORE 
THE  END  OF  THE  CURRENT  FISCAL  YEAR. 

THE  NATIONAL  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  (NED)  PLAN  FOR  THE 
PROJECT  INVOLVES  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  PROJECT  FROM  THE 
CURRENT  35  TO  38  FEET  MLLW.  THE  PLAN  CONTEMPLATES  OCEAN 
DISPOSAL  OF  THE  BULK  OF  THE  1.7  MILUON  CUBIC  YARDS  OF  PROJECT 
DREDGED  MATERIAL  AT  AN  EPA  DESIGNATED  OCEAN  DISPOSAL  SITE,  AND 
CONSISTENT  WITH  THE  LONG  TERM  MANAGEMENT  STRATEGY  (LTMS)  FOR 
DREDGED  MATERIAL  MANAGEMENT  FOR  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA. 
THE  BALANCE  OF  APPROXIMATELY  TWO  HUNDRED  THOUSAND  YARDS  OF 
PROJECT  AND  BERTH  MATERIAL  UNSUITABLE  FOR  UNCONFINED  AOUATIC 
DISPOSAL  WILL  BE  TREATED  AND  ENCAPSULATED  FOR  BENEFICIAL  REUSE 
AT  A  PORT  PROVIDED  SITE  DEDICATED  TO  MARITIME  USE. 
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SUBJECT  TO  ENACTMENT  OF  PENDING  LEGISLATION  PERMITTING  COST- 
SHARING  OF  IMPROVED  UPLAND  DISPOSAL  SITES  AND  BENEFICIAL  REUSE 
OF  DREDGED  MATERIAL  AND  SUCCESSFUL  NEGOTIATION  OF  A  PROJECT 
COOPERATION  AGREEMENT  WITH  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT.  THE  CITY 
COUNCIL,  AS  THE  NON-FEDERAL  PROJECT  SPONSOR,  IS  PREPARED  TO 
MEET  ITS  STATUTORY  COST-SHARING  REQUIREMENTS  UNDER  THE  1986 
ACT. 

IN  SUBSTANTIAL  FULFILLMENT  OF  ITS  REQUIRED  FINANCIAL 
CONTRIBUTION  TO  PROJECT  CONSTRUCTION  COST,  IN  MAY.  1989  THE  CITY 
COUNCIL  BY  ORDINANCE  NO.  21-89  CREATED  A  RICHMOND  HARBOR 
NAVIGATION  IMPROVEMENT  DISTRICT.  THIS  IS  INTENDED  TO  ENSURE 
TIMELY  PAYMENT  OF  THE  LOCAL  SPONSOR'S  SHARE  OF  PROJECT 
CONSTRUCTION  COSTS  THROUGH  THE  ANTICIPATED  LEVY  OF  BENEFIT 
ASSESSMENTS  ON  THE  MAJOR  BENEFICIARIES  OF  THE  NAVIGATION 
IMPROVEMENTS.  THE  RESOLUTION  OF  INTENTION  NOW  BEFORE  THE  CITY 
COUNCIL  TO  LEVY  A  BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT  FOR  THIS  PURPOSE  THIS  YEAR 
IS  NECESSARY  IN  ORDER  THAT  BONDS  MAY  BE  ISSUED  AND  ASSESSMENTS 
COLLECTED  IN  THE  1996-97  TAX  YEAR  FOR  DEPOSIT  IN  THE  ESCROW 
ACCOUNT  IN  ADVANCE  OF  PROJECT  CONSTRUCTION  AS  REQUIRED. 

IN  SUMMARY,  AS  THE  NON-FEDERAL  SPONSOR  AND  PRINCIPLE  PROJECT 
PROPONENT,  WE  REAFFIRM  OUR  SUPPORT  AND  ARE  PREPARED  TO  MOVE 
FORWARD  IN  PARTNERSHIP  WITH  THE  CORPS  TO  EXECUTE  THE  PROPOSED 
PROJECT  SCHEDULED  FOR  COMPLETION  OF  CONSTRUCTION  IN  FISCAL 
YEAR  1997.  WE  HAVE  MADE  CONCRETE  PROGRESS  IN  FULFILLMENT  OF 
OUR  PROJECT  FINANCIAL  RESPONSIBILITIES  THROUGH  THE  CREATION  OF 
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A  NAVIGATION  BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT  DISTRICT.  WE  ARE  PREPARED  TO 
EXECUTE  A  FINAL  PCA  TO  SET  THE  STAGE  FOR  COMMEMCEMENT  OF 
PROJECT  CONSTRUCTION  IN  AUGUST-SEPTEMBER,  1996.  WE  HAVE 
IDENTIFIED  AND  ACQUIRED,  AND  WILL  IN  DUE  COURSE  LET  THE 
NECESSARY  CONTRACT  FOR  SITE  IMPROVEMENTS  OF  THE  UPLAND 
DISPOSAL  SITE  FOR  DREDGED  MATERIAL  DISPOSAL  FROM  PROJECT 
CONSTRUCTION  SUBJECT  TO  APPUCABLE  COST-SHARING  LEGISLATION. 

WE  ASK  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE'S  HELP  TO  ASSURE  THE  AVAILABILITY 
OF  THE  ESTIMATED  $15,274,000  IN  FEDERAL  FUNDS  NECESSARY  TO 
SUBSTANTIALLY  COMPLETE  PROJECT  CONSTRUCTION  IN  THE  FISCAL 
YEAR  1997  ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS  MEASURE  BEFORE  THE 
COMMITTEE  FOLLOWING  CONTRACT  AWARD  AND  COMMENCEMENT  OF 
PROJECT  CONSTRUCTION  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1996. 

THANK  YOU 
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Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you. 

Does  Chevron  Corporation  participate  financially  in  the  cost  of 
dredging  Richmond  Harbor? 

Mr.  Mallon.  They  probably  have  eight  or  nine  interests  that  are 
beneficiaries  of  our  project.  Because  of  the  location,  I  believe  they 
are  one  of  the  few  that  are  not.  They  have  their  own  channel  en- 
trance there. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  OK.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
VENTURA  HARBOR 

WITNESS 
RICHARD  PARSONS,  GENERAL  MANAGER,  VENTURA  PORT  DISTRICT 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Another  former  chairman  of  CMANC,  Rich  Parsons, 
general  manager  of  the  Ventura  Port  District. 

Mr.  Parsons.  Congressmen  Riggs  and  Fazio,  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  your  past  support  of  Ventura  Harbor.  I  would  like  to  point  out 
that  that  past  support  has  now  turned  Ventura  Harbor  into  a 
major  commercial  fishing  facility.  In  fiscal  year  1995  we  landed 
about  16  million  pounds  of  fish,  and  I  think  that  is  a  direct  result 
of  your  past  support. 

For  fiscal  year  1997,  we  would  like  to  request  $3.9  million  for  the 
maintenance  of  our  jetty  structures  and  breakwater  as  well  as  for 
maintenance  dredging.  Also,  in  an  effort  that  hopefully  possibly  in 
the  future  that  we  can  bring  that  cost  down,  we  would  like  to  ask 
you  to  include  $350,000  in  the  fiscal  year  1997  bill  for  a  reconnais- 
sance study  of  a  sand  bypass  system  to  evaluate  whether  such  a 
system  would  be  advisable  and  hopefully  in  the  long  term  could  re- 
duce the  maintenance  costs. 

I  thank  you  for  your  time.  I  do  have  a  more  complete  statement 
I  would  like  entered  in  the  record. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  It  will  be  entered  into  the  record.  Thank  you  for  your 
testimony. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Parsons  follows:] 
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Richard  W.  Parsons 

CcnenU  Manager 


TESTIMONY 

of  the 
VENTURA  PORT  DISTRICT 

Before  The 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  &  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

Second  Session  -  104th  Congress 
March  6,  1996 

The  Ventura  Port  District  respectfully  requests  that  the  Congress: 

1.  Include  $3,900.000  in  the  FY  97  Energy  and  Water 
Development  Appropriations  Bill  for  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps 
Engineer's  maintenance  dredging  of  the  Ventura  Harbor's  federal 
entrance  channel  and  for  the  repair  of  the  federal  breakwater  and 
jetties.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  area  of  responsibility  is  illustrated  in 
Photo  No.  1. 

2.  Include  $350,000  in  the  FY  97  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Appropriations  Bill  to  initiate  a  reconnaissance  study  to  determine  the 
advisability  of  modifying  the  existing  Federal  navigation  project  at 
Ventura  Harbor  to  include  a  sand  by-pass  system.  This  study  was 
authorized  by  the  House  Committee  on  Transportation  and 
Infrastructure  on  September  14,  1995.  The  study  area  is  illustrated  in 
Photo  No.  2. 


Ventura  Port  District 

1603  Anchors  Way  Drive,  Ventura,  CA  93001,  805/642-8538 
FAX  805/658-2249 
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BACKGROUND 

Ventura  Harbor  is  located  along  the  Southern  California  coastline  in  the 
City  of  San  Buenaventura,  approximately  60  miles  northwest  of  the  City  of  Los 
Angeles.  The  harbor  opened  in  1963.  Annual  dredging  of  the  harbor  entrance 
area  is  usually  necessary  in  order  to  assure  a  navigationally  adequate  channel.  In 
1968,  the  90th  Congress  made  the  harbor  a  Federal  project  and  committed  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  the  entrance  structures 
and  the  dredging  of  the  entrance  channel  and  sand  traps. 

The  harbor  presently  generates  more  than  $40  million  in  gross  receipts 
annually.  That  of  course  translates  into  thousands  of  both  direct  and  indirect  jobs. 
A  significant  portion  of  those  jobs  are  associated  with  the  commercial  fishing 
industry  (approximately  16  million  pounds  offish  products  were  landed  in  1995), 
and  with  vessels  serving  the  offshore  oil  industry.  Additionally,  the  headquarters 
for  the  Charmel  Islands  National  Park  is  located  within  the  harbor,  and  the  only 
commercial  vessels  transporting  the  nearly  100,000  visitors  per  year  to  and  fi-om 
the  Park  islands  offshore  operate  out  of  the  harbor.  All  of  the  operations  of  the 
harbor,  particularly  those  related  to  conmiercial  fishing,  the  support  boats  for  the 
oil  industry,  and  the  visitor  transport  vessels  for  the  Charmel  Islands  National  Park 
are  highly  dependent  upon  a  navigationally  adequate  entrance  to  the  harbor. 
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OPERATIONS  &  MAINTENANCE  NEEDS 

It  is  estimated  that  $3,900,000  will  be  required  during  FY  97  to  address  the 
following  operations  and  maintenance  needs  at  Ventura  Harbor: 

1)  repairs  to  the  storm  damaged  armor  stone  on  the  offshore  breakwater; 

2)  repairs  to  the  deteriorated  tribars  near  the  head  of  the  south  jetty; 

3)  repairs  to  the  earthquake  damaged  north  jetty; 

4)  dredging  in  sand  traps  A  &  B. 

STUDY  NEEDS 


It  is  estimated  that  $350,000  will  be  required  during  FY  97  in  order  to 
initiate  the  reconjiaissance  study  for  a  possible  sand  by-pass  system  at  Ventura 
Harbor.  Given  the  continuing  need  for  maintenance  dredging  it  is  appropriate  to 
determine  if  a  sand  by-pass  system  or  other  measures  can  accomplish  the 
maintenance  of  the  Harbor  in  a  manner  that  is  more  efficient  and  cost  effective 
than  the  current  contract  dredging  approach. 


Richard  W.  Parsons 

General  Manager 
Ventura  Port  District 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
PORT  OF  SACRAMENTO 

WITNESS 
THOMAS  SCHEELER,  DIRECTOR  OF  ENGINEERING 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  The  last  former  chairman  of  CMANC  that  is  going 
to  appear  before  you  today  is  Tom  Scheeler,  chief  engineer  of  the 
Port  of  Sacramento. 

Mr.  Scheeler.  I  am  here  on  behalf  the  Port  of  Sacramento.  I  am 
not  here  in  support  of  funds  for  our  project  but  rather  to  speak 
about  the  project's  status  and  the  Port  of  Sacramento's  continuing 
efforts  and  commitment  for  completion  of  its  deepening.  The  first 
two  of  six  phases  have  been  completed,  but  we  have  been  unable 
to  implement  the  remaining  phases  initially  due  to  relocation  prob- 
lems with  utility  gas  lines  and  subsequently  due  to  lack  of  funds 
for  our  local  sponsor's  share. 

To  address  the  situation,  we  have  and  continue  to  work  aggres- 
sively to  develop  new  business  to  generate  the  revenue  necessary 
for  its  completion. 

A  large  tract  of  port-owned  property  adjacent  to  the  port  harbor 
has  finally  been  approved  for  development  mostly  due  to  a  new  ac- 
cess bridge  partially  funded  by  ISTEA.  This  is  a  very  important 
step  in  the  port's  ability  to  create  new  business  and  revenue  that 
will  support  the  completion  of  the  channel  deepening. 

We  recently  completed  a  second  year  of  rice  shipments  to  Japan, 
handling  the  majority  of  this  important  new  export  from  the  rice 
growers  in  close  proximity  to  the  Port  of  Sacramento.  New  indus- 
trial bulk  commodities  are  being  handled  at  that  same  port.  We 
continue  to  service  existing  commodities  such  as  fertilizer  imports, 
which  are  vital  to  the  local  growers  of  one  of  the  most  agricultur- 
ally productive  areas  in  the  world. 

In  closing,  what  we  are  saying  is,  we  continue  to  work  towards 
completion  of  this  project,  we  have  not  given  up  on  it,  and  we 
would  ask  neither  would  you.  We  have  dealt  with  the  challenges 
of  project  cost  sharing  and  upland  disposal  costs,  and  we  are  re- 
solved also  to  address  this  challenge.  We  simply  need  more  time  to 
address  our  goal. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Scheeler  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THOMAS  SCHEELER 

DIRECTOR  OF  ENGINEERING 

PORT  OF  SACRAMENTO 

TO  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

WEDNESDAY  MARCH  6,  1996 


MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE: 

MY  NAME  IS  THOMAS  SCHEELER,  DIRECTOR  OF  ENGINEERING  FOR  THE 
PORT  OF  SACRAMENTO.   THE  PORT  OF  SACRAMENTO  IS  THE  LOCAL 
SPONSOR  OF  THE  SACRAMENTO  RIVER  DEEP  WATER  SHIP  CHANNEL 
NAVIGATION  PROJECT. 

MY  PRESENTATION  TODAY  IS  SOMEWHAT  UNIQUE  IN  THAT  I  AM  NOT 
HERE  IN  SUPPORT  OF  FUNDS,  AT  THIS  TIME,  FOR  OUR  PROJECT  BUT 
RATHER  TO  BRIEFLY  SPEAK  ABOUT  THE  PROJECT  STATUS  AND  THE  PORT 
OF  SACRAMENTO'S  CONTINUED  EFFORTS  AND  COMMITMENT  FOR 
COMPLETION  OF  ITS  DEEPENING.   I  RECOGNIZE  THAT  THIS  MAY  NOT 
BE  WHOLLY  APPROPRIATE  BUT  THIS  COMMITTEE  HAS  BEEN  SUPPORTIVE 
OF  OUR  PROJECT  OVER  MANY  YEARS  AND  WE  BELIEVE  THIS  BODY 
DESERVES  TO  HEAR  THIS  EXPLANATION  DIRECTLY  FROM  THE  PORT  OF 
SACRAMENTO. 

THE  FIRST  TWO  OF  SIX  PHASES  HAVE  BEEN  COMPLETED  ON  THIS 
DEEPENING  PROJECT  BUT  WE  HAVE  BEEN  UNABLE  TO  IMPLEMENT  THE 
REMAINING  PHASES,  INITIALLY  DUE  TO  RELOCATION  PROBLEMS  WITH 
UTILITY  GAS  LINES  AND  SUBSEQUENTLY  DUE  TO  LACK  OF  FUNDS  FOR 
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OUR  LOCAL  SPONSOR  SHARE.  TO  ADDRESS  THIS  SITUATION,  WE  HAVE 
AND  CONTINUE  TO  WORK  AGGRESSIVELY  TO  DEVELOP  NEW  BUSINESS  TO 
GENERATE  THE  REVENUE  NECESSARY  FOR  ITS  COMPLETION. 

A  LARGE  TRACT  OF  PORT  OWNED  PROPERTY,  ADJACENT  TO  THE  PORT 
HARBOR,  HAS  FINALLY  BEEN  APPROVED  FOR  DEVELOPMENT  MOSTLY  DUE 
TO  A  NEW  ACCESS  BRIDGE  PARTIALLY  FUNDED  BY  ISTEA.   THIS  IS  A 
VERY  IMPORTANT  STEP  IN  THE  PORT'S  ABILITY  TO  CREATE  NEW 
BUSINESS  AND  REVENUE  THAT  WILL  SUPPORT  THE  COMPLETION  OF  THE 
CHANNEL  DEEPENING.   WE  CONTINUE  TO  EXPAND  AND  AGGRESSIVELY 
PURSUE  NEW  COMMODITY  MARKETS.   WE  RECENTLY  COMPLETED  THE 
SECOND  YEAR  OF  RICE  SHIPMENTS  TO  JAPAN,  HANDLING  THE  MAJORITY 
OF  THIS  IMPORTANT  NEW  EXPORT  FROM  THE  RICE  GROWERS  THAT  ARE 
IN  CLOSE  PROXIMITY  TO  THE  PORT  OF  SACRAMENTO.   NEW  INDUSTRIAL 
BULK  COMMODITIES  ARE  BEING  HANDLED  AND  IN  COMPLIANCE  WITH 
OFTEN  DIFFICULT  AND  EXPENSIVE  ENVIRONMENTAL  REGULATIONS.   WE 
CONTINUE  TO  SERVICE  EXISTING  COMMODITIES  SUCH  AS  FERTILIZER 
IMPORTS  WHICH  IS  VITAL  TO  THE  LOCAL  GROWERS  OF  ONE  OF  THE 
MOST  AGRICULTURALLY  PRODUCTIVE  AREAS  OF  THE  WORLD. 

IN  CLOSING,  WHAT  WE  ARE  SAYING  IS  THAT  WE  CONTINUE  TO  WORK 
TOWARDS  COMPLETION  OF  THIS  PROJECT,  WE  HAVE  NOT  GIVEN  UP  ON 
IT  AND  WOULD  ASK  THAT  NEITHER  WOULD  YOU.   WE  HAVE  DEALT  WITH 
THE  CHALLENGES  OF  PROJECT  COST  SHARING  AND  UPLAND  DISPOSAL 
COSTS  AND  WE  ARE  RESOLVED  TO  ALSO  ADDRESS  THIS  CHALLENGE,  WE 
SIMPLY  WILL  NEED  MORE  TIME  TO  ACHIEVE  OUR  GOAL. 

2  OF  2 
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Mr.  Fazio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  say  that  I  share  that 
sentiment.  Tom  and  all  those  involved  with  the  port  know  that  I 
have  been  in  the  past  and  will  continue  in  the  future  to  be  com- 
pletely dedicated  to  seeing  this  deepening  project  completed. 

I  think  we  lack  a  certain  amount  of  vision  at  the  local  level  at 
the  moment  now  because,  frankly,  the  assets  that  you  refer  to  as 
land  adjacent  to  the  port  are  going  to  be  worth  a  lot  more  if  that 
deepening  project  had  been  put  in  than  they  would  be  at  the  mo- 
ment, even  though  with  that  bridge  they  will  be  much  more  valu- 
able than  they  have  been  in  the  past. 

So  it  is  a  lack  of  willingness  to  front  the  capital,  that  I  am  sure 
would  be  repaid,  that  is  really  holding  this  project  up,  and  I  regret 
that. 

But  we  will  continue  to  work  with  you,  get  that  bridge  built,  and 
see  what  we  can  do  to  enhance  the  value  of  the  property  and  there- 
by help  with  some  of  the  cost-sharing  requirements  that  this  com- 
mittee and  the  Congress  are  bound  to  require. 

Mr.  SCHEELER.  Very  good. 

Mr.  Fazio.  So  stay  the  course,  Tom.  Don't  give  up. 

Mr.  SCHEELER.  OK.  Thank  you  very  much. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
MOSS  LANDING  HARBOR 

WITNESS 
LARRY  P.  STEFFEN,  HARBOR  MANAGER 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Representing  the  Moss  Harbor  District  is  Larry 
StefFen. 

Mr.  Steffen.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  last  year  at  this  time  I  described  to  you  a  crisis  at 
Moss  Landing  Harbor  located  in  the  center  of  Monterey  Bay,  Cali- 
fornia, midway  between  Monterey  and  Santa  Cruz  Harbors. 

As  you  may  recall,  in  March  1995  I  described  the  floodwaters 
which  rushed  through  the  rich  Salinas  Valley  agricultural  farm- 
lands upstream  and  raced  into  our  harbor,  causing  destruction  of 
docks,  pilings,  and  leaving  over  100,000  of  cubic  yards  of  DDT- 
laden  sediment  in  Moss  Landing  Harbor. 

The  picture  you  are  looking  at  now  was  taken  days  after  this  dis- 
aster, described  as  the  worst  storm  on  record  to  hit  Monterey 
County.  The  news  article  on  the  back  side  of  this  photo  gives  per- 
sonal accounts  of  the  storm  impact  upon  our  harbor-based  commer- 
cial fishing  vessels  and  our  industry. 

At  the  time  of  my  testimony  last  year,  your  committee  asked  if 
the  then  proposed  $30  million  of  disaster  relief  funds  for  California 
would  assist  the  Moss  Landing  Harbor  District  to  recover.  My  re- 
sponse was,  if  funded  through  FEMA,  yes.  We  are  still  hopeful 
FEMA  will  help. 

I  am  leaving  your  committee  with  a  copy  of  our  FEMA  hazard 
mitigation  grant  application  for  $642,000  in  material  funds 
matched  with  $304,000  of  our  own  local  funds  to  build  tidegates, 
sediment  catch  basins,  and  make  critical  improvements  in  our  har- 
bor and  watersheds.  Our  goal  is  to  prevent  a  recurrence  of  the 
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March  1995  disaster,  and  we  ask  for  your  support  of  our  FEMA 
grant  application. 

Another  project  of  great  importance  to  our  harbor  portrayed  on 
the  photo  before  you  is  the  $1.3  milHon  repair  of  the  Moss  Landing 
Harbor  breakwater,  both  north  and  south  jetties,  and  hydrology  re- 
port included,  which  is  also  included  in  the  1997  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  maintenance  and  operations  budget.  Both  routine 
dredging  and  repair  of  the  breakwater  are  essential  to  the  economy 
and  the  safety  of  vessels  entering  and  leaving  Moss  Landing  Har- 
bor. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  this  testimony. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  very  much.  They  sound  like  very,  very  im- 
portant projects. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  StefFen  follows:] 
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Moss  Landing  Harbor  District 

P.O.  BOX  10  •  PHONE  (408)  6J3-2461  •  FAX  (408)  635-4557 
MOSS  LANDING,  CAUFORNIA  93039 


CONGRESSIONAL  TESTIMONY  TO  THE  HOUSE  AND  SENATE 
APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  FOR  ENERGY  AND  WATER 

Wednesday,  March  6, 1996 

Presented  by  Larry  StefTen, 
representing 
Moss  Landing  Harbor  District,  California 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  ol  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee; 

LAST  YEAR,  AT  THIS  TIME,  I  described  to  you  the  crisb  at  Moss  Landing  Harbor 
located  at  the  center  of  Monterey  Bay,  California,  mid-way  between  Monterey  and  Santa 
Cruz  harbors.  As  you  may  recall,  in  March,  1995, 1  described  the  flood  waters  which 
rushed  across  the  rich  Salinas  Valley  agricultural  farmlands  up-stream  and  raced  into  our 
harbor  causing  destruction  of  docks,  pilings  and  leaving  over  100,000  cubic  yards  of  DDT- 
laden  sediment  in  Moss  Landing  Harbor. 

The  picture  you  are  looking  at  now  was  taken  days  after  this  disaster,  described  as  the 
worst  storm  in  over  a  hundred  years  to  hit  Monterey  county.  The  news  article  on  the 
backside  of  this  photo  gives  personal  accounts  of  the  storm  impact  upon  our  harbor-based 
commercial  Tishing  vessels  and  industry. 

At  the  time  of  my  testimony  last  year,  your  Committee  asked  if  the  then-proposed  thirty 
million  dollars  of  disaster  relief  funds  for  California  would  assist  Moss  Landing  Harbor 
District  to  recover.  My  response  was  "If  funded  through  FEMA,  yes".  We  are  still  hopeful 
FEMA  will  help.  I  am  leaving  your  committee  with  a  copy  of  our  FEMA  grant  application 
for  S642,000.  in  federal  funds  matched  with  S304,00  of  our  own  local  funds  build  tidegates, 
sediment  catch  basins  and  make  critical  improvements  in  our  harbor  and  watershed.  Our 
goal  is  to  prevent  a  reoccurrence  the  March,  1995  disaster  and  we  ask  for  your  support  of 
our  FEMA  grant  application. 

SINCE  THE  STORM  LAST  YEAR,  we  have  worked  closely  with  all  of  the  regulatory 
agencies,  FEMA  and  especially  with  our  partner,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps-San  Francisco  office 
to  achieve  a  dredging  schedule  now  set  for  this  May,  1996. 
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BECAUSE  OF  THE  DDT,  up  to  50,000  cubic  yards  of  contaminated  sediment  may  have  to 
be  placed  on  limited  Harbor  District  upland  areas  to  be  later  trucked  to  our  local  landfill. 
The  harbor  cost  is  estimated  at  SI6.00  per  cubic  yard  with  an  estimated  total  cost  of  over 
SSOO.OOO. 

TO  PUT  THIS  IN  PERSPECTIVE,  the  annual  District  Operating  Budget  is  only 

SI. 200,000.  and  the  Harbor  District  has  only  S685,000.  in  its  Capital  Reserve  fund  at  this 

time.  We  have  found  there  are  no  public  or  private  loans  available  for  dredging  and  our 

harbor  could  not  afford  the  debt  service  even  if  a  loan  were  available. 

At  this  critical  time,  when  our  Harbor  District  has  been  trying  to  replace  its  forty  year  old 

South  Harbor  docks,  expand  wharves,  docks  and  create  new  landside  opportunities  for 

commercial  fishing  and  other  transient  vessels,  the  District  is  now  faced  no  choice  but  to 

embark  upon  a  very  expensive  sediment  trucking  operation  this  May. 

Another  project  of  great  importance  to  our  harbor  is  the  S1.3  million  repair  of  the  Moss 
Landing  Harbor  Breakwater,  and  hydrology  study  included  in  the  1997  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  Maintenance  and  Operations  Budget.  Both  routine  dredging  and  repair  of 
the  breakwater  are  essential  to  the  economy  and  safety  of  Moss  Landing  Harbor. 


TO  PRESENT  THE  BROADER  VIEW  OF  CALIFORNIA  PORTS  AND  HARBORS, 
COMMERCUL  TRANSPORT  TOTALS  OVER  184  MILLION  TONS  of  cargo  and  over 
three  million  passengers  by  vessel  each  year.  Trade  with  Pacific  Rim  nations  accounted  for 
25%  of  the  Nation's  imports  and  exports  in  1980;  by  1993,  that  share  of  trade  was  almost 
35%  of  the  national  total  and  rising  (this  data  is  from  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
1994).  An  economic  analysis  conducted  by  the  California  Research  Bureau  found  that  in 
1992,  ports  and  port-related  activities  contributed  approximately  S6  billion  to  the 
California  economy  (this  data  is  from  California  Research  Bureau,  1993). 

AT  THE  LOCAL  MOSS  LANDING  HARBOR  LEVEL,  at  the  present  time,  the  Moss 
Landing  harbor  is  experiencing  dramatic  growth  of  local  private  investment  with  over  S60 
million  dollars  in  capital  development  the  past  five  years  by  David  Packard  (of  Hewlett- 
Packard)  in  the  construction  of  the  large  Monterey  Bay  Research  Institute  (MBARI)  and 
other  oceanic  research  facilities.  The  new  MBARI  $20  million,  125'  long  by  65'  wide 
SWATH  research  vessel  "Western  Flyer"  arrived  at  Moss  Landing  two  weeks  ago.  Only 
because  the  high  tech  ship  has  controllable  ballast  and  it  can  raise  its  hull  to  draw  only 
nine  and  a  half  feet,  it  is  able  to  entering  the  harbor,  berth  and  leave  the  harbor  at  only  the 
highest  tides.  The  authorized  dredged  depth  at  the  entrance  is  fifteen  feet  and  the  depth  is 
presently  eight  and  a  half  feet. 

Additionally,  the  new  twenty  million  dollar  California  State  University  Moss  Landing 
Marine  Laboratory  (MLML)  facility  is  planned  for  completion  in  1998.  Both  MBARI  and 
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MLML  will  bring  in  over  500  high  paying  ocean  research  related  jobs  and  provide  many 
other  service-oriented  employment  opportunities  for  unemployed  and  low-income  persons 
in  Monterey  and  Santa  Cruz  counties. 

THE  NEW  MONTEREY  BAY  STATE  UNIVERSITY  at  the  de-activated  Fort  Ord  Army 
base  has  also  requested  the  District  discuss  landside  use,  dock  space  and  water  access  at 
Moss  Landing  for  their  future  operations. 

Solving  the  above  "DDT  Bad  News"  story  with  approval  of  our  FEMA  grant,  moving 
foreward  with  repair  of  the  breakwater  at  Moss  Landing  harbor  in  1997  and  the  ability  of 
the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Harbor  District  to  continue  our  historic  routine 
of  maintenance  dredging  every  three  years  is  critical  to  our  harbor  economy.  Our 
dredging,  though  small  in  volume  with  less  than  100,000  cubic  yards  at  the  harbor 
entrance,  main  channel  and  in  the  South  Harbor  berths  has  significant  economic  impacts 
upon  our  harbor-based  commercial  fishing  industry  and  the  international  oceanic  research 
community  which  benefits  from  the  MBARI  and  two  state  universities  located  in  Moss 
Landing  and  at  Fort  Ord. 

THE  FUTURE  OF  MOSS  LANDING  HARBOR  and  hundreds  of  other  small  but 
economically  vital  harbors  nationwide  lies  in  the  implementation  of  the  December,  1994 
Report  to  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  entitled  THE  DREDGING  PROCESS  IN  THE 
UNITED  STATES:  AN  ACTION  PLAN  FOR  IMPROVEMENT.  Important  revisions  of 
the  current  Water  Resources  Development  Act  (WRDA)  will  allow  Federal-local  cost 
sharing  of  all  disposal  alternatives  of  dredged  material  and  improve  enhance  local 
coordination  and  communication  in  the  dredging  project  approval  process.  Along  with  a 
new  user  fee  to  help  pay  for  the  management  of  existing  ocean  and  near-shore  disposal 
sites,  our  nations  coastal  ports,  small  and  large  will  continue  to  grow,  produce  more  jobs. 
They  will  become,  once  again,  a  vital  link  to  Pacific  Rim  trade  and  our  world  economy. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  this  testimony. 

Can  I  answer  any  questions? 
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MOSS  LANDING 


GROUNDED  FtEET:  Fishermen  David  JaOlonski,  above, 
and  Tom  Hart,  below,  were  marooned  by  silt  baildup. 


SiK  and  mud 
have  some 
boats  stuck 


By  Vanessa  Atkins 

The  C3^oinian 

Members  ot  die  Moss  Landing 
fishing  mdusiry  "ipent  Wednesda> 
arandcd  m  Salinas  VaUey  mud 

SUt  and  mud  from  flooded  fields 
have  been  flowing  into  Mos'^  Land- 
ing Harbw  Since  tbe  ^iinas  River 
qnllcd  over  its  banks  m  March 

But  fisherman  Tom  Hart  didn't 
know  bo\v  bad  it  was  until  he 
tfarted  up  hjs  boat  Wednesday 
mormng 

So  nuidi  mud  had  i^xOed  in  ibe 
harbor  Ow  boat  wouldo't  budge. 
And  aftcTBoon  wmds  prevenled 
Hart  from  checking  his  crab  traps 
arouiK!  the  bay  when  high  tide 
rolled  inK>  the  hartHir, 

■'I  lost  my  week's  wages  by  not 
being  siAe  to  go  out  today."  Hart 
said.  "I've  been  in  this  ilip  for  16 
yc»rs  and  I've  never  had  a  problem 
iilK  this  befort  " 

Hart,  prcsidcot  of  the  Moss 
T^r^ding  Commercial  Firficrn«ui*E 
Associativn,  said  the  problem 
throateos  the  livelihoods  of  all  har- 
bor fishers,  but  may  hit  tfie  sahnon 
iDdustry  e^jccially  hard. 

Salnxm  season  begins  May  1. 
and  xoany  salmoa  fishers  <depend  on 
the  short  spring  scaswi  to  provide 
their  whole  year's  income,  be  said- 

"For  an  individual  fisherman. 
every  day  he  can't  fish,  he  could 
\oac  $1,000  easy."'  said  saltnon 
fisbcnnao  David  JablcHiski,  whose 
52-foot  boat.  "Sea  Doxy,"  also 
was  ttodc  in  the  mud. 

Harbor  channels,  supposed  to  be 
12  fcet  deep,  arc  cmly  5  to  6  feet  in 
some  areas.  As  a  result,  some  large 
boats  can  cndy  owve  when  mofe 
water  ciflcrs  the  harbor  at  high  tide. 
Harbor  Master  Larry  &effei  said. 
Waitiog  for  high  tides  and  tow 
winds  '  'is  going  to  putcvcryonc  on 
a  time  deck  coming  in  and  out  of 
the  harbor."  Steffeo  said.  "That 
could  eliminate  50  percent  of  your 
potentia]  income  You've  got  to  go 
an  every  day  to  make  money." 

The  solution  to  the  problem  — 
dredging  the  harbor  ~  rests  with 
the  U.S.  Army  Coqw  of  Engineers, 
wtuch  has  not  yet  issued  the  neccs- 


FUcftanl  Graen/Tlw  Caii^wnlan 

LIMITED  ACCESS:  Moss 
Landing    Harbor    Master 
Larry    Steffen    says    the", 
sediment    limits    fistiinj^ 
hours  —  and  income.       ^ 

seed  &n  cmeTgetiq'  pennit  to  clear 
the  Pajaro  Vlver  channel  alter  the 
flood,  the  presence  of  the  banned 
pesticide  DDT  in  the  harbor  may 
slow  things  down  !n  Moss  Landing. 

Steffen  »id  c©rps,feprcsentatives 
arrived  Wednesday  morning  to  bc- 
^n  surveying  flw  harbor. 

After  die  survey,  costly  tests  can 
begin  to  deteroaoe  how  much  DDT 
«as  washed  down  the  Salinas  River 
during  the  March  floods. 

Residua]  amounts  of  the  pesticide 
arc  still  present  in  fields  whcnc  it 
vr<is  sprayod  years  ago  when  it  was 
still  legal. 

The  hartwr  district  spent  $34,000 
two  months  ago  to  perform  DDT 

"Since  then  the  whole  harbor  has 
changed."  Steffen  satd.  "Wedon't 
know  how  much  DDT  is  m  this  new 
sediment." 


I  start  until  more 
tests  are  performed,  Steffen  said. 
When  that  will  happen  is  up  to  the 
corps,  he  said 

It  could  take  SI.5  million  and  6 
months  to  remove  150,000  cubw 
yards  of  stli  and  sand. 

"We're  hoping  FEMA  will  cov- 
er some  of  the  dredging  cocts." 
Steffen  said. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

MARINA  DEL  REY  DREDGING  AND  NAVIGATION  STUDY, 
AND  MALIBU  COASTAL  STUDY 

WITNESS 
GREG  WOODALL,  PLANNING  SPECIALIST,  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  Representing  our  Chairman  Stan  Wisniewski  of  the 
L.A.  County  Beaches  and  Harbors  is  Planning  Specialist,  Greg 
Woodell. 

Mr.  Woodell.  Mr.  Chairman,  knowing  we  are  running  over  our 
time,  I  will  cut  my  remarks  in  half  knowing  that  my  full  paper  will 
be  presented. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Yes,  it  will. 

Mr.  Woodell.  Thank  you. 

L.A.  County  is  the  largest  urban  county  in  the  country  and  has 
the  largest  man-made  marina  in  the  world.  Although  the  U.S. 
Corps  of  Engineers  is  responsible  for  maintenance  dredging  in  the 
Marina  del  Rey,  due  to  various  scheduling  environmental  problems, 
the  Corps  has  been  unable  to  perform  a  meaningful  dredging 
project  in  15  years,  leaving  a  current  500,000  cubic  yards  of  mate- 
rial in  place. 

Of  this,  through  a  cost-sharing  agreement  with  the  County  of  Los 
Angeles,  200,000  cubic  yards  will  be  removed  this  year  and  be  used 
for  beach  renourishment.  The  county  thanks  the  subcommittee  for 
its  help  in  executing  dredging  in  1994,  However,  $5  million  is  re- 
quested for  fiscal  year  1997  to  remove  300,000  cubic  yards  of  con- 
taminated material,  returning  the  marina's  entrance  to  its  original 
designed  depth  of  20  feet  for  the  first  time  in  16  years. 

In  addition,  the  Corps  has  completed  a  reconnaissance  study 
which  established  that  there  is  a  Federal  interest  in  finding  the  so- 
lution to  the  contaminated  sediments  that  make  dredging  and  dis- 
posal difficult  and  costly.  The  feasibility  study,  estimated  at  a  cost 
of  $2  million  over  3  years,  is  ready  to  begin,  with  the  County  of 
L.A.  willing  to  pay  50  percent  of  the  cost.  Therefore,  we  are  re- 
questing your  support  for  an  appropriation  of  $500,000  for  the  Fed- 
eral share  of  the  study's  cost  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

Further,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  reconnaissance  study  by  the  Corps  de- 
termined a  Federal  interest  in  a  beach  renourishment  project  was 
needed  to  protect  a  main  traffic  artery  between  Malibu  and  Los  An- 
geles, and  the  Corps  is  ready  to  begin  the  feasibility  study.  There- 
fore, we  also  request  your  support  of  the  recommendation  of 
CMANC  that  200,000  be  added  to  the  fiscal  year  1997  budget  for 
the  Federal  share  of  this  study's  cost. 

Again,  we  appreciate  the  patient  attention  of  this  Subcommittee 
on  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Woodall  follows:] 
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COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  BEACHES  AND  HARBORS 

STAN  WISNIEWSKI  ^*^*»  ^'  ^^^  KERRY  GOTTLIEB 

DIRECTOR  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 

JUDITH  KENDALL 

DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 

Honorable  John  Myers,  Chaiiman 

Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee 

House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

2320  Raybum  House  OfiBce  Building 

Washington,  D.  C.  20515 

Dear  Chairman  Myers: 

nSCAL  YEAR  97  FUNDING  FOR  MARINA  DEL  REY  DREDGING  AND 
NAVIGATION  STUDY,  AND  MALIBU  COASTAL  STUDY 

Los  Angeles  County  respectftilly  requests  diat  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  include  funds  in  FY 
1 997  Energy  and  Water  appropriations  for  the  following  diree  projects,  which  are  urgently  required 
to  preserve,  restore,  and  maintain  vital  and  precious  public  recreation  assets. 

Marina  del  Rev  Entrance  Channel  Dredgine 
($5,000,000) 

The  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  responsible  for  maintenance  dredging  of  the  Marina  del  Re^s 
entrances  and  main  channel,  pursuant  to  a  perpetual  right  of  way  and  easement  agreement  with  the 
County.  The  last  significant  dredging  of  Marina  del  Rey  occurred  in  1981,  with  217,000  cubic  yards 
of  material  removed.  Since  then,  35,000  cubic  yards  were  removed  in  1987  and  55,000  cubic  yards 
were  dredged  in  1994. 

There  are  currently  over  500,000  cubic  yards  of  sediment  that  need  to  be  removed  to  return  the 
entrances  to  a  design  depft  of  20  feet  Shoaling  in  the  south  entrance  has  left  a  navigable  channel 
that  is  only  60  feet  wide  (10%  of  the  entrance  width),  with  a  minimal  depth  for  boating  safety,  of  10 
feet  The  north  entrance,  which  is  approximately  50%  closed,  must  serve  two-way  traffic,  resulting 
in  80%  of  the  reported  boat  groundings. 

The  near  emergency  created  by  these  conditions  has  lead  to  a  plan  to  dredge  240,000  cubic  yards  of 
clean  sediments  at  the  end  of  March  and  early  April,  1996.  This  project  which  is  being  fiinded  out 
of  current  year  appropriations,  will  not  only  open  50%  of  the  south  entrance  and  90%  of  the  north 
entrance,  it  will  also  provide  time  for  continuing  work  on  the  long-term  solution  to  the  Marina's 
dredging  problem.  However,  it  will  leave  300,000  cubic  yards  of  contaminated  sediments  that  must 
be  removed  to  regain  design  depth  and  avoid  annual  emergencies  caused  by  shoaling. 
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Because  the  President's  FY  97  budget  has  not  been  released,  it  is  not  known  if  any  funds  have  been 
included  to  perform  maintenance  dredging  at  Marina  del  Rey.  We  are,  therefore,  requesting  your 
support  for  an  appropriation  of  $5  million  to  remove  the  300,000  cubic  yards  of  sediments,  which 
continue  to  threaten  the  ability  of  the  U.  S.  Coast  Guard,  the  County  Sheriffs  Harbor  Patrol,  the 
County  Lifeguards  and  the  City  and  County  Fire  Departments  to  respond  to  emergencies.  As  these 
agencies  are  the  critical  core  of  the  LAX  Air-Sea  Disaster  Response  Team,  it  is  imperative  that  the 
Marina's  entrances  remain  open  and  safely  navigable. 

To  avoid  the  potential  cost  of  upland  disposal  of  the  300,000  cubic  yards  of  contaminated  sediments, 
which  could  be  $30  million,  the  County  is  working  with  the  City  of  Long  Beach,  the  Corps,  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  and  others,  to  gain  approval  for  use  of  the  City  of  Long  Beach's 
borrow  pits  for  contaminated  sediment  disposal.  The  City  has  1,400,000  cubic  yards  of  sediment 
in  the  Los  Angeles  River  estuary  that  must  be  removed,  for  which  they  will  be  requesting 
approximately  $6.4  million  from  Congress.  Because  the  dredging  of  Marina  del  Rey  will  depend 
on  completion  of  the  City's  project,  the  County  asks  that  you  support  their  funding  request,  as  well 


Marina  del  Rev  and  Ballona  Creek  Feasibilitv  Study 
($500,000) 

The  sediments  creating  navigational  hazards  in  Marina  del  Rey's  entrances  contain  contaminants  that 
make  dredging  and  disposal  difBcult  and  costly.  The  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  completed 
a  reconnaissance  study  which  established  that  there  is  a  Federal  interest  in  solving  this  problem.  The 
feasibility  phase  of  the  study  is  about  to  begin,  with  the  County  agreeing  to  provide  50%  of  the 
necessary  fiinding. 

The  study's  scope  is  currently  being  finalized.  It  will  focus  on  an  economical  and  environmentally 
safe  disposal  option  for  the  contaminated  sediments,  as  well  as  on  actions  that  can  be  taken  in  the 
Ballona  Creek  watershed  that  will  eliminate  or  reduce  the  flow  of  contaminated  sediments  into 
Marina  del  Rey's  entrance.  Dedicated  staff  from  the  County,  the  Corps,  the  City  of  Los  Angeles,  the 
Santa  Monica  Bay  Restoration  Project,  Heal  the  Bay,  and  other  environmental  and  regulatory 
agencies  have  worked  to  limit  the  scope,  time,  and  cost  of  this  study.  Current  estimates  are  that  the 
study  will  require  two  to  three  years  to  complete,  at  a  cost  of  $2  millioiL  It  is  unknown  at  this  time 
if  there  are  any  fiinds  in  the  President's  FY  97  budget  for  this  study.  We,  therefore,  reqtiest  your 
support  for  an  {^)propriation  of  $500,000  for  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  in  FY  97. 
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Malibu  Coastal  Area  Shoreline  Protection  Study 
($200,000) 

A  reconnaissance  study,  which  was  conducted  by  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  determined 
that  there  is  a  Federal  interest  in  a  project  that  would  widen  a  sandy  beach  to  protect  Pacific  Coast 
Highway,  and  other  coastal  property,  as  well  as  to  expand  public  access  to  the  beach.  The  next  phase 
of  the  project  would  be  the  Corps'  feasibility  study,  which  would  cost  $1 .4  million.  At  present,  the 
County  has  not  agreed  to  share  in  the  cost  of  the  study  because  it  has  no  means  to  finance  the  long- 
term  costs  for  maintenance  and  renourishment  of  the  beach.  As  a  consequence,  the  project  will 
probably  not  be  included  in  the  President's  FY  97  budget;  however,  the  County  supports  the 
recommendation  of  the  California  Marine  and  Navigation  Conference  (C-MANC)  that  $200,000  be 
added  to  the  FY  97  budget  for  the  Federal  share  of  this  study's  cost 

Because  this  project  would  be  of  great  benefit  to  the  public,  providing  a  beautiful  beach  and 
protection  for  the  main  trafBc  artery  between  the  Malibu  coastline  and  Los  Angeles,  the  feasibility 
study  should  be  funded  for  FY  97.  The  County  is  hopeful  that  funding  sources  could  be  secured 
during  that  time  to  ensure  that  fiituie  costs  of  the  project  could  be  met 

Opposition  to  Presidential  Policies 

Los  Angeles  County  strongly  opposes  the  President's  policies  related  to  the  elimination  of  Federal 
funding  for  maintenance  dredging  of  recreational  harbors  and  for  shoreline  protection  projects. 
Attached  is  a  copy  of  a  letter  to  the  President  signed  by  four  County  Supervisors,  concerning  this 
matter. 

While  we  believe  the  Federal  Government  is  obligated  by  statute  and  agreement  to  perform 
maintenance  dredging  in  Marina  del  Rey,  and  despite  the  &ct  that  Marina  del  Rey  should  be  exempt 
from  the  President's  policy  by  virtue  of  its  inclusion  in  the  Harbor  Maintenance  Trust  Fund,  we 
request  your  opposition  to  the  President's  policy  and  your  support  of  requests  for  funding  of 
maintenance  dredging  projects  for  recreational  harbors. 

Shoreline  protection  projects  should  also  be  supported,  particularly  in  southern  California,  where  the 
beaches  and  coastal  areas  are  heavily  populated  and  popular  recreational  destinations.  Travel  and 
tourism  are  among  the  nation's  largest  and  fastest  growing  industries,  with  85%  of  all  tourism 
revenues  being  generated  in  coastal  states.  Unfortunately,  only  a  small  portion  of  the  Federal  tax 
dollars  generated  by  coastal  tourism  is  being  returned  to  coastal  regions  in  the  form  of  shore 
protection  and  beach  renourishment  In  &ct  the  Federal  government  spends  as  much  as  ten  times 
more  money  on  a  single  crop  subsidy,  in  one  state,  as  it  does  nationwide  on  beach  restoration. 
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The  difficult  task  of  making  shrinking  financial  resources  stretch  to  meet  the  growing  demand  for 
services  faces  all  of  us  in  govenimenL  I  trust  that  you  and  your  Committee  will  not  only  be  equal 
to  the  task,  but  will  recognize  the  importance  of  funding  the  projects  discussed  in  this  letter.  Again, 
your  consideration  of  these  requests  and  your  continued  support  are  very  deeply  appreciated. 


Respectfully  submitted, 
Stan  Wisniewski,  Director 


SW:DRS:be 
Attachment 
c:  Senator  Barbara  Boxer 

Senator  Diane  Feinstein 

Congressman  Vic  Fazio 

Congressman  Frank  Riggs 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Anny  H.  Martin  Lancaster 
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BOAJU>  OF  SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANOELES 


iOANNE  STURCES.  mcunvi  omoi 

UI3IW4-14II 


*noH  /  to»  «wo«iCk  o>un»  m  mih 


January  18,  1096 


Th«  Prasidant 
Tha  Whha  Houaa 
Washington.  DC  20S00 


Daar  Mr.  Prasidant: 


MEMKB  or  THf  (OWIIO 

rVONNt  MUTVIM/AITI  mt*t 

ZIV  VAKMLAVWT 

OCAMirWtNA 

MKKMU  O  ANTONOWICM 


DREDOINQ  MARINA  DEL  REY 


C^MiiOS  4  HariMre 


JdN23'98 


GiwttCf     Z*^ 


£imAmi 


^»^t>«alw 


a«l»y/»iii 


Cmtyi 


Marina  dai  Ray  it  tha  lareast  smal  craft  harbor  In  tha  Unitad  Stataa. 
sarving  California'a  poputatlon  apicantar.  Tha  Marina  la  ownad  and 
oparatad  by  tha  Coiinty  of  Loa  Angalaa.  but  tha  dradglng  of  ita 
antrancas  artd  main  channal  ara  tha  raaponaibHIty  of  tha  Army  Corpa 
of  Enginaara.  Marina  dai  Ray  haa  not  baen  thofoughly  dradgad  siiKa 
1981.  Tharofbra,  tho  south  ontranca  ia  now  on  tha  varga  of 
eompiataly  closing  and  tha  north  antranca  la  80%  doaad.  Thia 
crippias  any  ocaan  raacua  rasponsa  to  alr/saa  disaatara  off  of 
Los  Angalaa  Intamational  Airport  (LAX).  Accordingly,  tha 
Unitad  Statas  Coaat  Guard  has  appaalad  to  tha  Corpa  of  Enginaara  tor 
an  amarganey  dradging. 

Wa  hava  baan  informad  by  tha  Army  Corps  of  Enginaara  that  It  doaa 
not  hava  any  ftjnda  to  parfbrm  a  dradglrtg  projact  in  Marina  dai  Ray 
this  yaar,  not  avon  for  an  intarim  dradging  to  rameva  daan  sadimarrts. 
«which  can  ba  aconomicaBy  piscad  on  an  ad|acant  baach. 
Oawalopmant  of  an  aggrassiva  long-tarm  solution  to  this  antranca 
navigation  preblam  is  undarway. 
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Mr.  Pruidant 


Tha  Marina  la  imponam  to  tha  aeonomy  of  Loa  Angaiaa  County  and 
th»  Stata  of  CaOtamia.  It  la  critical  tlwt  avary  affon  ba  mada  to  kaap 
Ita  amrancaa  aafa  for  nawioation  and  to  maintain  amargancy  rasponaa 
praparadnaaa  for  LAX.  ona  of  tha  largaat  airports  in  tha  world. 
Tharafora,  on  bahalf  of  tha  raatdants  of  Loa  Angaiaa  County,  wa 
raquaat  that  you  diract  tha  Corpa  of  Enginaara  to  partorm  its  miaaion. 
This  is  now  bacoroing  a  manor  of  conaldaraMa  public  concam  and 
County  govommant  aaks  for  ttia  support  of  tha  Administration. 


Vary  truly  yeura. 


MICHAB.  D.  ANTONOVICH 

CHAIRMAN 

SUPERVISOR.  Sth  DISTRICT 


Uje: 


)NNE  SRATHWAITE  BURKE 
SUPERVISOR.  2nd  DISTRICT 


ZEV 

SUPERVI! 


OEANEDANA 
SUPERVISOR  4th  DISTRICT 


"==^ 


VSKY 

3rdJ>ISIHICr 


0116-4.L3 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
MARE  ISLAND  STRAIT  DREDGING 

WITNESSES 

GLORIA  EXLINE,  MAYOR,  CITY  OF  VALLEJO,  CALIFORNIA 
WALTER  GRAHAM,  CITY  MANAGER,  CITY  OF  VALLEJO,  CALIFORNIA 
AL  LAVEZZO,  BUSINESSMAN,  CITY  OF  VALLEJO,  CAUFORNIA 

Mr.  LUNDIN.  CMANC  would  like  to  welcome  another  new  mem- 
ber, the  City  of  Vallejo,  and  here  representing  the  City  of  Vallejo 
is  Mayor  Exline. 

After  her  testimony,  she  will  introduce  the  two  gentlemen  accom- 
panying her. 

Mr,  RiGGS.  Hi,  Mayor,  good  to  see  you  again. 

Ms.  Exline.  Thank  you  very  much.  Congressman  Riggs. 

On  behalf  of  the  citizens  of  Vallejo,  California,  I  would  like  to 
thank  your  subcommittee  for  allowing  Walter  Graham,  our  City 
Manager,  and  Mr.  Al  Lavezzo,  a  very  prominent  businessman  in 
Vallejo,  and  me  to  appear  before  you  today. 

The  reason  that  we  are  here  is  to  explain  to  you  why  it  is  so  very 
important  to  the  people  of  Vallejo  and  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area 
that  the  dredging  of  the  Mare  Island  Straits  is  resumed. 

Our  City  Manager,  Walter  Graham  will  now  explain  to  you  why 
dredging  of  the  strait  is  critical  to  the  rebirth  of  Mare  Island. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Exline  follows:] 
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SPEECH  TO  CONGRESSIONAL  ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMFTTEE  REGARDING  MARE  ISLAND  STRAIT  DREDGING 

MAYOR  GLORIA  EXLINE 

MARCH  6,  1996 


ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  CITIZENS  OF  VALLEJO,  CALIFORNIA,  I  WOULD 
LIKE  TO  THANK  CHAIRMAN  MEYERS  AND  THE  MEMBERS  OF  THE  ENERGY 
AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  FOR  ALLOWING  WALTER 
GRAHAM,  VALLEJO  CITY  MANAGER,  MR.  AL  LAVEZZO,  A  PROMINENT 
BUSINESSMAN,  AND  ME  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU.  THE  REASON  THAT  WE 
ARE  HERE  IS  TO  EXPLAIN  TO  YOU  WHY  IT  IS  SO  VERY  IMPORTANT  TO  THE 
PEOPLE  OF  VALLEJO  AND  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  THAT  THE 
DREDGING  OF  THE  MARE  ISLAND  STRAITS  IS  RESUMED. 

IN  1993,  MARE  ISLAND  NAVAL  SHIPYARD  WAS  DESIGNATED  FOR 
CLOSURE,  A  TERRIBLE  BLOW  TO  THE  COMMUNITY.  AT  THAT  TIME,  WE 
FELT  THE  CONTRIBUTIONS  MARE  ISLAND  HAD  MADE  IN  PROTECTING 
AMERICA  WERE  FORGOTTEN.  BUT  WE  ALSO  REALIZED  THAT  SACRIFICES 
HAD  TO  BE  MADE  IN  PEACETIME;  NEVERTHELESS,  THE  CLOSING  OF  MARE 
ISLAND  WAS  LIKE  THE  LOSING  OF  A  FAMILY  MEMBER,  BECAUSE  FOR  150 
YEARS  THE  NAVAL  BASE  HAS  CONTRIBUTED  NOT  ONLY  JUST  TO  OUR 
ECONOMY,  BUT  ALSO  TO  THE  HEART  AND  SOUL  OF  VALLEJO. 

HOWEVER  IN  SPITE  OF  THE  LOSS,  THE  CITY  HAS  BEEN  MOVING 
AGGRESSIVELY  IN  PREPARING  FOR  THE  FUTURE.  IT  HAS  DONE  EVERY- 
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THING  THAT  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  HAS  ASKED  IN  PREPARATION 
FOR  THE  CLOSURE.  OUR  COMMUNITY  QUICKLY  CAME  TOGETHER,  DEVEL- 
OPING OBJECTIVES  AND  A  REUSE  PLAN.  ALL  OF  THIS  TOOK  PLACE  WITHIN 
A  YEAR  AFTER  THE  ANNOUNCED  CLOSURE.  NOW,  PRIVATE  SECTOR 
TENANTS  ARE  BEGINNING  TO  RELOCATE  TO  MARE  ISLAND.  OUR  FAST  AND 
EFFICIENT  PLANNING  FOR  THE  REUSE  OF  MARE  ISLAND  HAS  BEEN  VIEWED 
BY  MANY  AS  A  MODEL  FOR  OTHER  COMMUNITIES  TO  EMULATE. 

BUT  WE  NEED  YOUR  HELP  IN  MAKING  A  SUCCESSFUL  TRANSITION. 
IN  ORDER  TO  MAINTAIN  THE  ECONOMIC  VIABILITY  OF  MARE  ISLAND,  WE 
NEED  THE  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  TO  RESUME  ITS  DREDGING  OF 
MARE  ISLAND  STRAITS  SO  THAT  WE  CAN  MAINTAIN  MARITIME  ACTIVITY. 

CITY  MANAGER  WALTER  GRAHAM  WILL  NOW  EXPLAIN  WHY  DREDG- 
ING OF  THE  STRAIT  IS  CRITICAL  TO  THE  REBIRTH  OF  MARE  ISLAND. 
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Mr.  Graham.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the 
committee. 

I  would  hke  to  tell  you  first  that  Mare  Island  Strait,  which  is  the 
lower  part  of  the  Napa  River,  has  been  dredged  to  a  36-foot  depth 
for  many  years  as  part  of  the  Naval  Shipyard  Station  at  Mare  Is- 
land. With  the  closure  of  the  Mare  Island  Ship  Station  we  are 
going  to  see  that  strait  fill  up  from  a  36-foot  depth,  to  a  15-foot 
depth,  and  that  will  not  be  adequate  to  provide  large  ships  coming 
in. 

We  are  anticipating  an  aircraft  carrier  coming  in  to  dock  there, 
and  the  irony  is  that  after  150  years  of  building  ships,  we  are  now 
going  to  spend  the  rest  of  our  life  probably  dismantling  those  ships, 
but  we  need  to  have  the  Mare  Island  Straits  dredged  deep  enough 
so  that  those  large  ships  can  come  in  and  be  dismantled  here  rath- 
er than  on  some  foreign  shore. 

We  are  asking  specifically  that  you  consider  enabling  language 
that  will  require  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  resume  the  dredg- 
ing of  Mare  Island  Strait  all  the  way  over  to  the  piers  or  seawalls 
in  order  to  provide  for  a  continuation  of  our  maritime  access  to 
those  shipyard  facilities  so  we  can  continue  to  bring  maritime  econ- 
omy onto  that  island. 

Secondly,  we  are  asking  that  you  consider  the  appropriation  of 
$2  million  approximately  annually  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  ac- 
complish that  dredging  work  necessary  to  maintain  the  maritime 
access  into  the  Mare  Island  Shipyard  facilities.  We  believe  that  you 
will  not  have  to  do  that  forever,  but  while  we  are  in  our  Base  Con- 
version program,  we  simply  need  to  have  a  little  bit  of  a  help  in 
the  first  few  years  as  we  get  businesses  on  to  that  island. 

Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  You  are  asking  for  both  waterfront  and  channel 
dredging? 

Mr.  Graham.  Yes,  sir,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  And  this  regular  dredging  responsibility  has  histori- 
cally been  performed  by  the  Department  of  the  Navy  which  is  clos- 
ing Mare  Island  effective  April  1st  of  this  year? 

Mr.  Graham.  Yes,  sir,  and  the  responsibilities  of  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers. 

Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Graham  follows:] 

/ 
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SPEECH  TO  CONGRESSIONAL  ENERGY  AND  WATER 
APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  REGARDING 

MARE  ISLAND  STRAIT  DREDGING 

CITY  MANAGER  WALTER  GRAHAM 
MARCH  6,  1996 

THANK  YOU  CHAIRMAN  MEYERS  AND  THE  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE.  I 
APPRECIATE  THE  OPPORTUNITY  THAT  YOU  HAVE  GIVEN  MAYOR 
EXLINE,  VALLEJO  ARMED  FORCES  COMMITTEEMEMBER  AL  LAVEZZO, 
AND  ME,  TO  EXPLAIN  WHY  THE  RESUMPTION  OF  DREDGING  IN  THE 
MARE  ISLAND  STRAIT  IS  SO  IMPORTANT  TO  THE  ECONOMIC  FLTTCRE 
OF  MARE  ISLAND,  VALLEJO,  AND  THE  REGION. 

MARE  ISLAND  IS  LOCATED  IN  THE  NORTHEASTERN  PART  OF  THE 
SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA.  THE  MARE  ISLAND  NAVAL  SHIPYARD, 
WHICH  IS  LOCATED  ON  THE  WESTERN  EDGE  OF  VALLEJO,  HAS 
HISTORICALLY  BEEN  THE  LARGEST  EMPLOYER  IN  THE  REGION.  IT 
HAD  A  PEAK  EMPLOYMENT  LEVEL  OF  40,000  PEOPLE  DURING  WORLD 
WAR  II.  BY  THE  LATE  1980'S,  MARE  ISLAND  STILL  PROVIDED  10,000 
JOBS.  THE  NUMBER  OF  JOBS  HAD  FALLEN  TO  6,500  WHEN  IT  WAS 
ANNOUNCED  THAT  THE  BASE  WOULD  BE  CLOSED  IN  1993. 

AS  MAYOR  EXLINE  NOTED,  THE  PEOPLE  OF  VALLEJO  WORKED 
DILIGENTLY  TO  DEVELOP  THE  REUSE  PLAN  AND  NOW  ARE  LOOKING 
TO  THE  FUTURE  WITH  GROWING  CONFIDENCE  THAT  THE 
CONVERSION  OF  MARE  ISLAND  WILL  BE  SUCCESSFUL  IN  REPLACING 
THE  JOBS  LOST  THROUGH  THE  CLOSURE.  THE  PEOPLE  OF  VALLEJO 
RALLIED  TOGETHER  WHEN  THEY  LEARNED  OF  THE  CLOSURE.  THAT 
SENSE  OF  PURPOSE  RESULTED  IN  A  PUBLIC-PRIVATE  PARTNERSHIP 
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FOR  DEVELOPING  A  REUSE  PLAN  FOR  MARE  ISLAND.  THIS 
PARTNERSHIP,  KNOWN  AS  THE  MARE  ISLAND  FUTURES  WORK  GROUP. 
WAS  COMPOSED  OF  52  PEOPLE  REPRESENTING  LABOR,  BUSINESS, 
GOVERNMENT,  EDUCATION,  THE  ENVIRONMENT,  AND  PRIVATE 
CITIZENS.    STARTING  IN  DECEMBER  1993,  THE  MARE  ISLAND 
FUTURES  WORK  GROUP  WAS  ABLE  TO  COMPLETE  THE  REUSE  PLAN  IN 
JUST  EIGHT  MONTHS.  TODAY  TENANTS  ARE  BEGINNING  TO  LEASE 
AVAILABLE  SPACE  ON  MARE  ISLAND. 

WHILE  THE  PEOPLE  OF  VALLEJO  HAVE  PROVEN  THEY  CAN  GET 
THINGS  DONE,  WE  NEED  YOUR  HELP.  THE  SHIPYARDS  ARE  A 
CRITICAL  ELEMENT  IN  THE  LONG-TERM  DEVELOPMENT  OF  MARE 
ISLAND.  AS  LONG  AGO  AS  THE  1850'S,  THE  NAVY  RECOGNIZED  THE 
UNIQUE  MARITIME  VALUE  OF  MARE  ISLAND  AND  STARTED 
CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  SHIPYARDS  THAT  EXIST  TODAY.  DURING 
MARE  ISLAND'S  LONG  AND  ILLUSTRIOUS  HISTORY,  THOUSANDS  OF 
SHIPS  HAVE  BEEN  BUILT  AND  REPAIRED  AT  THE  SHIPYARDS. 

THESE  SPECIALIZED  SHIPYARD  FACELITIES  MAKE  MARE  ISLAND 
ATTRACTIVE  TO  BUSINESSES.  WITH  FOUR  DRYDOCKS  AND 
NUMEROUS  PIERS  FOR  MOORING  SHIPS,  MARE  ISLAND  CAN  PROVIDE 
A  RANGE  OF  SERVICES  THAT  ARE  SCARCE  IN  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO 
BAY  AREA  AND  THE  REST  OF  THE  WEST  COAST.  THE  FUTURE 
VITALITY  OF  MARE  ISLAND  AND  VALLEJO  RELY  HEAVILY  ON  THE 
USE  OF  THE  SHIPYARD  FACILmES. 

ALREADY  THE  CITY  HAS  BEEN  ABLE  TO  UTILIZE  THE  SHIPYARD 
FACILITIES  TO  EXPLOIT  A  NICHE  IN  THE  MARKET.  TWO  COMPANIES 
WHICH  ARE  INVOLVED  IN  SHIP  DISMANTLING  AND  RECYCLING  OF 


2172 


SCRAP  METAL  ARE  MOVING  TO  MARE  ISLAND.  ALONG  WITH 
COMPANIES  IN  OTHER  INDUSTRIES,  SUCH  AS  SHIP  REPAIR,  STEEL 
FABRICATION,  AND  INDUSTRIAL  PAINTING,  THE  SHIPYARD 
FACILrnES  ARE  ATTRACTING  A  GROWING  NUMBER  OF  COMPANIES. 
THESE  COMPANIES  WILL  PROVIDE  AT  LEAST  500  JOBS,  WITH  THE 
LIKELIHOOD  THAT  THE  ACTUAL  NUMBER  WILL  BE  AROUND  1,000. 

BUT  WE  CANNOT  CONTINUE  TO  CAPITALIZE  ON  THIS 
IMPORTANT  RESOURCE  IF  WE  ARE  NOT  ABLE  TO  KEEP  THE  MARITIME 
ACCESS  ROUTE  OPEN.  THE  MARE  ISLAND  STRAIT,  WHICH  RUNS 
ALONG  THE  EAST  SIDE  OF  MARE  ISLAND,  PROVIDES  MARITIME 
ACCESS  FROM  THE  SHIPYARD  FACELITIES  TO  THE  SAN  PABLO  BAY, 
WHICH  FEEDS  INTO  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY.  IN  JANUARY  1995,  THE 
ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  STOPPED  DREDGING  THE  SHIP  CHANNEL 
IN  THE  MARE  ISLAND  STRAIT.  UP  UNTIL  THAT  TIME,  THE  ARMY 
CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  HAD  MAINTAINED  THE  CHANNEL  AT  A  DEPTH 
OF  36  FEET.  ACCESS  FROM  THE  CHANNEL  TO  THE  SEAWALL  OF  THE 
SHIPYARD  WAS  DREDGED  BY  THE  NAVY  TO  A  DEPTH  OF  BETWEEN  30 
AND  39  FEET. 

WITH  THE  CESSATION  OF  DREDGING  BY  THE  ARMY  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS  OVER  THE  LAST  14  MONTHS,  THE  SILT  DEPOSITS  ARE 
BUILDING.  SILTING  OF  THE  STRAIT  HAS  BEGUN  TO  IMPACT  THE  TYPES 
OF  SHIPS  THAT  CAN  ACCESS  THE  SHIPYARD  FACILmES.  THE  ARMY 
CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  CURRENTLY  PLANS  TO  RESUME  DREDGING 
ONLY  IF  THE  DEPTH  RECEDES  TO  15  FEET,  WHICH  IS  TOO  SHALLOW 
FOR  SHIPS.  THIS  WILL  PUT  THE  REUSE  OF  ALL  OF  MARE  ISLAND  INTO 
JEOPARDY  BECAUSE  PRIVATE  SECTOR  TENANTS  WILL  GO 
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ELSEWHERE.  MARE  ISLAND  SIMPLY  CANNOT  COMPETE  IN  THE 
MARKETPLACE  WITHOUT  MARITIME  ACCESS. 

THIS  CAN  BE  AVOIDED  BY  HAVING  THE  ARMY  CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS  RESUME  DREDGING  THE  SHIP  CHANNEL  AND  THE  AREA 
BETWEEN  THE  CHANNEL  AND  THE  SHIPYARD'S  SEAWALL  TO  A  DEPTH 
IN  EXCESS  OF  32  FEET,  ENSURING  THAT  THE  UNIQUE  MARITIME 
FACILrriES  ON  MARE  ISLAND  CAN  CONTINUE  TO  BE  PRODUCTIVE. 
THE  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  SPENT  BETWEEN  $300,000  (FFY  1991) 
AND  $1  MILLION  (FFY  1994)  ANNUALLY  FOR  DREDGING,  AND  THE 
NAVY  SPENT  AN  ADDITIONAL  $1  MILLION  ANNUALLY.  THUS,  WE  ARE 
ESTIMATING  THAT  $2  MILLION  A  YEAR  NEEDS  TO  BE  MADE 
AVAILABLE  FOR  THE  RESUMPTION  OF  DREDGING. 

SUCH  AN  INVESTMENT  BY  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  WOULD 
HELP  A  REGION  THAT  HAS  SUFFERED  FROM  THE  CLOSURE  OF 
NUMEROUS  MILITARY  BASES.  THE  COST  OF  DREDGING  WILL  BE 
OUTWEIGHED  BY  THE  ECONOMIC  BENEFITS  OF  THE  500  TO  1,000  JOBS 
THAT  ARE  ALREADY  BEING  PRODUCED,  AND  THE  MANY  JOBS  THAT 
WILL  BE  PRODUCED  IN  THE  FUTURE.  THESE  ARE  IMPORTANT  STEPS  IN 
REPLACING  THE  10,000  JOBS  THAT  WERE  LOST  WITH  THE  CLOSURE  OF 
MARE  ISLAND. 

SPECIFICALLY,  WE  ASK  THAT  THE  ENERGY  AND  WATER 
APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  DO  THE  FOLLOWING: 
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INCLUDE  ENABLING  LANGUAGE  THAT  REQUIRES  THE  ARMY 
CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  TO  RESUME  DREDGING  MARE  ISLAND 
STRAIT  TO  THE  SEAWALL,  IN  ORDER  TO  PROVIDE  MARITIME 
ACCESS  TO  THE  SHIPYARD  FACILITIES;  AND 
APPROPRIATE  $2  MILLION  ANNUALLY  FOR  THE  ARMY.CORPS  OF 
ENGINEERS  TO  PERFORM  ALL  DREDGING  NECESSARY  TO 
MAINTAIN  MARITIME  ACCESS  TO  MARE  ISLAND'S  SHIPYARD 
FACILITIES. 

CHAIRMAN  MEYERS  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  ENERGY  AND 
WATER  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE,  I  APPRECL\TE  THE  ' 
OPPORTUNITY  THAT  YOU  HAVE  GIVEN  MAYOR  EXLINE  AND  ME  TO 
APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU  TO  EXPLAIN  THIS  CRITICAL  NEED. 
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Mr.  Lavezzo.  Pleasure  you  are  to  appear  before  your  committee, 
'  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  importance  of  this  project  to  the  City  of  Vallejo  and  to  the 
entire  County  of  Savannah  as  well  as  county  of  Napa  is  immense, 
as  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  had  15,000  jobs  that  have  been 
taken  away  from  the  collective  economies  of  the  County  of  Napa 
and  the  County  of  Solano  within  the  past  3  years.  It  is  paramount 
to  the  success  of  the  conversion  program  of  the  Mare  Island  Naval 
Shipyard  from  military  to  privatization  that  we  have  the  continued 
dredging  resumed  immediately  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

If  we  are  to  utilize  the  $2  billion  infrastructure  which  the  United 
States  Federal  Grovemment  has  in  the  County  of  Solano,  City  of 
Vallejo,  we  need  the  dredging  resumed  and  we  need  it  resumed  im- 
mediately. And  it  is  ironic,  as  City  Manager  Walter  Graham  has 
said,  for  years,  150  years  we  built  ships,  now  we  are  going  to  dis- 
mantle those  ships.  But  from  the  standpoint  of  the  economy  and 
the  jobs  in  the  country  of  the  United  States  it  is  in  the  best  interest 
of  everyone,  all  of  us,  that  the  dredging  be  resumed  and  we  be  al- 
lowed to  perform  those  jobs  here  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  appear. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  gentlemen. 

Having  recently  visited  Mare  Island,  thanks  to  your  hospitality, 
I  can  attest  that  the  problems  and  challenges  there  are  enormous, 
but  the  potential  future  potential  is  huge  as  well.  We  would  like 
to  work  with  you. 

Mr.  LuNDiN.  Mr.  Riggs,  in  closing,  as  you  well  know,  CMANC 
has  lots  of  members  that  support  it.  They  don't  always  testify  but 
they  are  here  working,  and  I  would  like  to  very  quickly  introduce 
them. 

Frank  Dunn,  Consultzuit,  with  his  wife  Beverly,  if  they  would 
stand  up  and  wave.  Mike  Gasparro,  with  Homes  Architects  and 
Engineers;  Norm  Richardson,  Mayor  of  the  Town  of  Corte  Madre; 
Sue  Allen,  of  Long  Beach;  my  wife  Tammi  Lundin;  Margaret 
Sherer,  and  I  believe  I  have  identified  everyone  that  is  here. 

In  closing,  we  want  to  thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  at- 
tention again.  We  have  tried  to  be  quick.  There  is  a  lot  to  talk 
about,  and  I  might  just  add  on  a  personal  note,  out  of  the  37  years 
that  we  have  been  coming  back  here,  it  has  been  my  pleasure  to 
be  involved  some  37  or  33  of  those.  I  am  very  honored  to  be  able 
to  do  that. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Iwata  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE 

SAN  FRANCISCO  AREA  WATER  RECLAMATION  STUDY 

BEFORE  THE  U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 


March  6,  1996 


Submitted  by 

Wendy  Ho  Iwata 

Project  Manager,  Department  of  Public  Works 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
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STATEMENT  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE 

SAN  FRANCISCO  AREA  WATER  RECLAMATION  PROJECT 

FOR  $1.5  MILUON  FOR  THE  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION'S 

PARTICIPATION  IN  nSCAL  YEAR  1997 

Honorable  Chairman  John  Myers,  distinguished  members  of  the  United  Slates  House 
of  Representatives  Committee  on  Appropriations,  my  name  is  Wendy  Iwata  and  I  am 
pleased  to  submit  this  statement  to  you  today  on  behalf  of  the  almost  20  agencies  involved  in 
the  San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Project.  The  San  Francisco  Area  Water 
Reclamation  Project  is  more  commonly  known  as  the  Central  California  Regional  Water 
Recycling  Project  (CCRWRP)  because  the  potential  service  areas  have  expanded  to 
northern  and  central  California,  with  impacts  for  water  rights  throughout  the  state.  Because  of 
the  major  environmental  benefits  and  the  reliable  water  resource  role  that  a  regional  water 
recycling  project  can  play  in  Califomia,  the  CCRWRP  asks  for  $1.5  million  for  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation's  participation  in  this  project  for  federal  fiscal  year  1997. 

The  purpose  of  the  San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Project  is  to  conduct  a 
feasibility  study  identifying  Califomia  regions  that  could  use  high-quality  recycled  water  for 
such  purposes  as  agricultural  irrigation  or  salinity  control.  Of  the  estimated  650,000  acre  feet 
totally  available  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  for  water  reicycling,  up  to  200,000  or  about 
one-third  can  be  used  locally.  The  amount  exceeding  local  usage  ~  up  to  450,000  acre  feet 
—  could  be  exported  to  outside  regions  for  beneficial  reuse.  777/s  excess  water  is  currently 
disposed  into  the  Bay,  rivers  and  delta — a  discharge  option  more  difficult  with  increasingly 
stringent  discharge  limitations  and  higher  treatment  standards  facing  the  entire  state.  More 
importantly,  this  high-quality  water  is  a  valuable  resource  that  can  help  offset  environmental 
diversions,  meet  agriculture's  demands,  provide  drought  protection,  secure  additional 
emergency  reserves  for  fireftghting  and  other  disasters,  and  more. 

We  are  all  too  aware  of  the  State's  Department  of  Water  Resources'  projected  water 
shortfall  in  Califomia  by  year  2020  of  up  to  8  million  acre  feet.  We  know  that  urban  water 
demands  will  almost  triple  by  the  2020,  and  that  freshwater  diversions  to  the  Delta  can  be  as 
high  as  1 .1  million  acre  feet  of  water.  As  municipalities  who  must  plan  for  the  water  needs  of 
our  people  and  environments,  we  loin  with  the  State  and  Federal  governments  in  our  quest  to 
develop  scientifically-valid  needs  assessments,  well-documented  regional  supply  plans,  and 
finally,  environmentally  sound,  site-specific  implementation  strategies.  On  behalf  of  the  over 
15  Bay  Area  water  and  wastewater  agencies  participating  in  the  Central  Califomia  study;  the 
multitude  of  state  and  federal  jurisdictions  involved  in  our  stakeholder,  regulatory  and 
technical  committees;  and  the  agricultural,  business,  manufacturing  and  environmental 
communities  engaged  in  this  dialogue,  we  strongly  support  this  partnership  and  feasibility 
study  known  as  the  Central  California  Regional  Water  Recycling  Project.  With  the  recent 
release  of  the  first  set  of  'ecommendations  from  the  Step  I  Feasibility  Analysis,  we  urge  your 
support  for  $1 .5  million  for  Step  2  so  that  the  social,  economic  and  environmental  issues  can 
be  addressed  alongside  with  the  technical  screening  that  produced  our  first  set  of  viable 
recycling  alternatives. 

Briefly,  the  major  accomplishments  of  Step  I  include  the  following: 
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1 .  Export  Alternatives:  After  evaluating  over  30  options  for  use  of  recycled  water  outside  the 
Bay  Area,  the  major  alternatives  now  include:  a)  direct  augmentation  of  flows  in  the 
Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  for  salinity  repulsion;  b)  agricultural  reuse  and  refuge  use 
via  the  Delta  Mendota  Canat,  c)  agricultural  reuse  and  salinity  control  in  the 
Monterey/Salinas  Area; 

2.  Local  use:  we  have  identified  measures  that  will  help  maximize  local  use  of  recycled 
water,  including  irrigated  green  belts  in  the  Bay  Area; 

3.  Water  Quality:  we  have  projected  the  expected  water  quality  of  Bay  Area  recycled  water 
and  identified  measures  to  mitigate  those  components  that  exceed  standards; 

4.  Wastewater  Benefits:  we  have  projected  the  reductions  in  mass  loadings  to  the  Bay 
Area,  and  calculated  a  wastewater  benefit  cost; 

5.  Water  Supply  Benefits:  we  have  identified  significant  water  supply  benefits  related  to 
local  and  export  use  of  recycled  water. 

The  Step  2  phase  of  the  feasibility  study  will  further  define  and  evaluate  the  social, 
economic  and  environmental  issues  that  might  "trigger"  export  of  recycled  water  to  the  Delta 
Islands,  OMC  or  Monterey/Salinas  area.  The  products  of  Step  2  will  be  a  definition  for  the 
best  apparent  project(s)  and  a  Regional  Recycling  Water  Master  Plan  linking  local  recycling 
with  the  export  options  under  study. 

The  CCRWRP  is  integral  to  other  statewide,  Bureau  of  Reclamation-funded  studies 
that  seek  to  link  potential  sources  of  water  supply  to  areas  of  greatest  need.  The  goals 
of  CCRWRP  are  completely  consistent  and  environmentally  compatible  with  other  on-going 
state  studies  -  develop  a  statewide  water  yield  picture...  find  linkages  to  those  aeoaraphic 
areas  of  need  that  are  economical,  socially  and  environmentally  acceptable... conduct  site- 
specific  environmental  reviews  that  can  lead  to  implementation.  I  refer  specifically  to  the 
Least-Cost  CVP  Yield  Increase  Plan  (a  methodology  to  link  water  needs  to  water  supply, 
currently  before  the  Department  of  Interior  for  approval)  and  Bulletin  160-98  Technical 
Assistance  to  States  (Bureau  of  Reclamation's  participation  with  DWR),  both  of  which  see 
water  reuse  as  an  option  to  reduce  water  demand  and  increase  yield.  The  California  Water 
Augmentation  Program,  a  new  start  for  FY  1997,  will  build  on  these  efforts  and  apply  this 
methodology  statewide  to  balance  water  supply  and  water  demand.  In  the  same  way.  the 
on-going  CALFED  process  focuses  on  the  freshwater  needs  of  the  Delta,  which  is  a  main 
option  for  study  under  CCRWRP  for  export  of  recycled  Bay  Area  water. 

Clearly,  this  is  a  crucial  time  for  these  statewide  studies  to  converge.  Locally,  we 
proceed  in  completing  our  environmental  reviews  of  local  reclamation  projects  while 
participating  in  a  50-50  cost-sharing  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  the  regional  water 
recycling  project.  It  is  clear  to  us  as  participants  in  the  San  Francisco  Area  Water 
Reclamation  Project  that  this  feasibility  study  is  important  now,  in  light  of  increasingly 
stringent  discharge  and  treatment  standards,  as  well  as  important  for  California's  future  in 
conserving  fresh  water  supplies  and  meeting  water  demands.  The  local  partners  are 
committed  to  meeting  the  local  financial  and  staffing  demands  of  this  project— we  ask 
for  your  support  in  securing  $1.5  million  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  participation 
in  1997  for  the  San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Project. 
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Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you  and  CMANC. 

And  let  me  note  that  while  the  record  of  today's  hearing  will  be 
closed  out  very  soon,  the  subcommittee  would  welcome  your  com- 
ments and  thoughts  once  we  have  received  a  specific  line-item 
budget  proposal  from  the  administration. 

And  with  that,  I  will  declare  the  subcommittee  in  recess  to  recon- 
vene at  2:00  p.m. 

Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

HON.    JIM    KOLBE,   A   REPRESENTATIVE    IN    CONGRESS    FROM    THE 
STATE  OF  ARIZONA 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

This  morning  was  California.  This  afternoon,  it  is  Colorado. 

Mr.  Pastor.  It  is  Arizona — on  the  Colorado  River. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  just  talked  to  Colorado  outside  there.  I  have  got 
Colorado  on  my  mind.  They  will  come  in  later,  I  guess.  It  is  Ari- 
zona right  now. 

Mr.  Pastor.  But  it  does  deal  with  Colorado. 

Mr.  Myers.  Yes.  But  we  are  pleased  to — who  is  the  spokesman? 
Jim,  our  colleague  from  appropriations,  Mr.  Kolbe. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statements,  all  of  you,  will  be  placed 
in  the  record.  You  can  continue  as  you  would  like.  You  have  20 
minutes  this  afternoon.  So  it  is  all  yours. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Since  we  have  a  limited  amount  of  time  I  will  make  my  remarks 
just  simply  introductory.  I  do  have  a  statement  which  will  be 
placed  in  the  record. 

We  are  here,  as  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  an  annual  event 
which  is  the  hearing  on  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  This  is  some- 
thing of  a  ritual  for  those  of  us  in  Arizona  but  we  think  a  very  nice 
ritual. 

Let  me  pay  special  attention  and  make  special  mention,  Mr. 
Chairman,  of  the  service  that  you  have  given  to  this  committee  and 
the  subcommittee  and  the  committee  and  to  the  Congress  and  to 
the  Nation  in  the  work  both  you  and  the  Ranking  Member,  Mr,  Be- 
vill,  have  done  to  assure  that  the  Central  Arizona  Project  has  been 
funded  through  the  years.  We  appreciate  your  service.  We  appre- 
ciate your  assistance,  your  willingness  to  talk  to  us,  to  listen  to  us. 
We  are  going  to  miss  you  greatly. 

Mr.  Myers.  Even  if  I  do  move  to  Colorado. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  We  would  like  to  get  you  moved  down  to  Arizona, 
Mr.  Chairman.  We  would  love  to  have  you  come  down  there  into 
the  warm  climates  of  Arizona. 

Mr.  Myers.  May  I  interrupt  you  here?  I  am  pleased  to  see  Jay 
Rhodes  back  here,  whose  father  sat  right  in  this  chair.  He  was  the 
one  who  got  this  started. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Absolutely,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again,  in  the  interest  of  time,  I  will  not  go  into 
the  issues.  We  don't  even  have  the  President's  FY97  budget  figure 
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at  this  point.  We  are  confident  that  it  will  provide  for  full  funding, 
and  we  are  confident  this  committee  will  support  that. 

There  are  other  issues  in  my  statement  which  I  address  and 
which  I  hope  the  committee  will  want  to  address  dealing  with  the 
jeopardy  opinion — the  biological  opinion  from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service — and  with  the  issue  of  terminal  storage  in  Tucson,  which 
will  be  covered  by  some  of  the  other  speakers. 

Before  I  introduce  the  other  members,  the  other  people  from  Ari- 
zona who  will  be  speaking,  let  me  introduce  my  colleague  here,  Ed 
Pastor,  who  has  been  a  member  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
and  invite  him  to  say  a  few  words. 

Mr.  Myers.  Sit  right  down  on  the  end  there. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Kolbe  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  JIM  KOLBE 

BEFORE  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

MARCH  6, 1996 

Mr.  Chainnan,  and  distinguished  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  holding 
this  hearing  on  the  Central  Arizona  Project  (CAP).  Meeting  in  this  manner  has  become  a  yearly 
ritual.    But  as  we  all  know,  it  is  rite  that  every  Arizonan  cherishes,  particularly  those  of  us 
present  today. 

Before  I  begin  my  conmients  about  the  CAP,  I  want  to  take  a  moment  to  thank  the  Chairman  of 
this  subcommittee,  my  good  friends  John  Myers,  and  the  ranking  minority  member  Tom  Bevill, 
for  everything  you've  done  on  behalf  of  Arizona  and  its  citizens  —  both  current  and  future. 
Without  your  guidance,  support,  and  belief  that  the  improbable  was  possible,  Arizonans  wouldn't 
be  drinking  Colorado  River  water.  Through  your  efforts  and  those  of  many  of  the  people  in  this 
room,  central  and  southern  Arizona  is  assured  of  a  reliable  source  of  drinking  water  ~  the  most 
basic,  yet  precious  of  resources.    Like  a  good  friend,  we  will  miss  you.    Rest  assured,  however, 
that  we  will  never  forget  you. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  subcommittee  has  been  very  supportive  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
Although  we  do  not  have  the  benefit  of  knowing  how  much  money  the  President  will  request  for 
the  CAP  in  fiscal  year  1997, 1  am  confident  that  your  support  will  not  wane.  I  know  all  to  well 
the  dilemma  we  face  when  confronted  with  the  prospect  of  reducing  federal  spending. 
Government  spending  must  be  curbed.  But  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  a  unique  undertaking. 
It  always  has  been.  The  overall  level  of  federal  funds  going  to  the  Project  is  diminishing  with 
each  passing  year.  I  expect  funding  for  fiscal  year  1997  will  continue  this  trend.  Within  this 
certainty,  however,  it  is  important  that  the  remaining  work  related  to  the  CAP  receive  funding  to 
assure  its  completion.  It  is  imperative  that  we  not  stop  now  that  we  are  so  close  to  completion. 
In  particular,  we  must  give  special  attention  to  the  final  phase  —  the  Tucson  terminal  storage 
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project. 


Mr.  Grady  Gammage,  the  President  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Central  Arizona  Water 
Conservation  District  (CAWCD)  ~  the  Arizona  governmental  body  that  was  created  to  operate 
the  CAP  and  repay  its  reimbursable  costs  -  will  make  you  aware  of  problems  that  have  arisen.  I 
do  not  wish  to  belabor  these  points,  but  clearly,  in  some  instances  federal  agencies  have  created 
stumbling  blocks  rather  than  solutions  to  existing  problems. 

For  instance,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  (FWS)  biological  opinion  on  CAP  operations  is 
inexplicable.  The  FWS  concluded  that  the  operation  of  the  CAP  jeopardizes  endangered  native 
fish  in  the  Gila  River  Basin.  This  conclusion  is  based  upon  the  belief  that  non-native  fish  will 
escape  from  the  CAP  system,  travel  hundreds  of  miles  over  dry  river  beds,  hurdle  dams,  and 
ultimately  make  their  way  to  the  habitat  of  native  fish.  To  mitigate  the  perceived  impact  of  CAP 
water  deliveries  on  native  fish,  the  FWS  proposed  that  CAWCD,  and  Arizona  taxpayers  and 
water  users,  pay  a  total  of  $500,000  a  year  for  2S  years.  What  is  so  ludicrous  about  this  proposal 
is  that  the  biological  opinion  doesn't  take  into  consideration  the  fact  that  for  several  years  the 
FWS  and  other  resource  management  agencies  intentionally  stocked  millions  of  non-native  fish 
throughout  Arizona's  streams  and  reservoirs.  It  is  these  agencies  \^^o  have  threatened  Arizona's 
native  fish  population,  and  Arizonans  and  the  CAP  should  not,  and  will  not,  be  held  hostage  by 
this  heavy-handed  tactic.  1  hope  this  subcommittee  will  seek  to  vitiate  the  jeopardy  opinion  and 
direct  the  Bureau  and  the  FWS  to  re-initiate  the  consultation  process  and  consider  information 
provided  by  CAWCD.  We  need  to  inject  fairness  into  the  process.  But  pertiaps  more 
importantiy,  final  decisions  must  be  based  upon  all  available  information. 

Another  issue  of  concern  is  the  recent  position  taken  by  the  Bureau  regarding  its  responsibility  to 
correct  construction  defects  and  deficiencies.  When  the  Bureau  declared  the  CAP  water  system 
complete  in  1993,  it  presented  CAWCD  with  a  list  of  construction  deficiencies.  At  the  time,  the 
Bureau  pledged  to  correct  these  defects  because  it  was  responsible  for  completing  unfinished 
CAP  features.  But  the  Bureau  has  now  taken  the  position  that  it  is  no  longer  responsible.  It  may 
become  necessary  for  Congress  to  remind  the  Bureau  of  its  legal  obligations;  I  would  like  to 
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work  with  you  in  bringing  about  a  resolution  of  this  issue. 

Mr.  Chaiiman,  an  issue  that  is  vital  to  Southern  Arizona  is  the  Tucson  terminal  storage  project. 
Last  year,  this  subcommittee  allocated  $5.8  million  to  ensure  delivery  reliability  through  the 
construction  of  a  storage  reservoir.  Of  the  total  amount  reserved  for  terminal  storage,  $3  mi»ion 
was  specifically  earmarked  for  land  acquisition.  The  remainder  -  $2.8  million  -  was  to  be  used 
for  project  development  and  to  begin  work  on  the  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS).  The 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  process  was  initiated  and  preliminary  work  on  the 
EIS  was  conducted.  However,  1995  elections  in  Tucson  produced  a  result  which  has  halted  this 
very  important  project 

At  last  November's  election  voters  approved  a  measure  -  Proposition  200  -  wWch  places 

restrictions  on  how  water,  including  CAP  water,  may  be  utilized  in  the  community.  The  Bureau 

of  Reclamation  has  interpreted  the  adoption  of  this  measure  to  mean  that  Tucson  is  preehidetf-fH  o»un>  ftic 

fi-om  direct  use  of  CAP  water.  In  feet,  the  Bureau  recently  informed  Tucson  Mayor  George 

Miller  that  "with  the  passage  of  Proposition  200,  and  in  light  of  Tucson's  current  plans  for  taking 

and  using  CAP  water,  we  have  decided  to  suspend  further  work  on  the  study  and  EIS." 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  passage  of  Proposition  200  should  not  be  used  to  deliver  the  death  blow  to  the 
terminal  storage  project  E)espite  the  water  use  limitations  included  in  the  measure,  the  initiative 
gave  full  support  to  using  Tucson's  CAP  water  allotment  -  148,420  acre  feet  per  year  ~  in  other 
ways,  including  direct  use  in  the  municipal  system  provided  specific  quality  standards  are  met 
The  Mayor  and  City  Council  are  working  toward  adopting  a  program  for  enhanced  treatment  of 
CAP  water  which  would  improve  water  quality,  an  effort  undertaken  to  meet  the  standards 
approved  by  voters.  In  view  of  this  information,  I  feel  very  strongly  that  this  subcommittee 
should  provide  whatever  funding  is  required  by  the  Bureau  to  continue  the  EIS  and  NEPA 
process.  Furthermore,  1  would  like  to  request  that  the  subcommittee  include  report  language  in 
the  FY97  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  bill  which  directs  the  Bureau  to  resume  and 
complete  the  study  and  EIS,  requires  them  to  commence  woric  on  the  final  EIS,  and  which  calls 
for  the  Bureau  to  begin  the  design  phase  of  the  project  in  a  timely  basis. 
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I  also  want  to  bring  to  your  attention  a  matter  concerning  FY96  funding  for  terminal  storage.  As 
previously  stated,  S2.8  million  was  set  aside  for  costs  associated  with  the  development  of  the 
terminal  storage  project  UnwemTBureau  officials  informed  my  staif  that  as  of  January  3 1 , 
1 996,  expenditures  associated  with  terminal  storage  totalled  just  under  $9 1 ,000.  This  i^)parently 
would  leave  the  project  with  a  balance  of  over  S2.7  million.  But  the  Bureau  claims  that  only 
S800,000  is  available  for  FY96,  because  the  bulk  of  the  appropriated  funds  was  reprogrammed.  I 
agree  that  the  Bureau  has  authority  to  shift  funds  within  the  CAP  program.    If,  however,  these 
funds  were  reprogrammed  to  an  entirely  different  project  than  originally  intended  in  the 
legislation,  this  subcommittee  should  have  been  consulted.  Certainly,  the  Bureau  should  not 
divert  scarce  resources  intended  for  terminal  storage  without  the  committee's  approval,  when  the 
completion  of  this  final  leg  of  the  Project  is  so  critical  to  the  future  water  needs  of  southern 
Arizona. 

In  closing,  I  again  want  to  thank  my  colleagues  and  friends,  John  Myers  and  Tom  Bevill,  for 
their  tireless  efforts  on  behalf  of  this  nation.   Arizona  cannot  thank  you  enough  for  your  support 
of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  It  has  been  a  pleasure  working  with  you  and  I  look  forward  to  the 
day  when  we  complete  this  incredible  program.  Again,  thank  you. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 
WITNESS 

HON.    ED   PASTOR,   A   REPRESENTATIVE    IN   CONGRESS   FROM   THE 
STATE  OF  ARIZONA 

Mr,  Pastor.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  also  be  brief.  I  would  like  to 
submit  my  full  testimony  for  the  record. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  once  again,  for  allowing  me  to  appear 
before  the  subcommittee  this  afternoon  in  support  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  and  other  important  water-related  projects  in  Ari- 
zona. 

We  will  have  other  members  of  the  Arizona  delegation  with  us, 
and  we  have  been  joined  by  Congressman  Salmon  as  well  as  those 
who  will  be  delivering  testimony  today:  Mary  Thomas,  Grovemor  of 
the  Gila  River  Indian  Community;  Greorge  Miller,  Mayor  of  Tucson; 
Rita  Pearson,  Director  of  the  Arizona  Department  of  Water  Re- 
sources; Grady  Gammage,  President  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  Central  Arizona  Water  Conservation  District;  and  Buck 
O'Rielly,  President  of  the  Tucson  Regional  Water  Council. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  yezir  is  a  noteworthy  year  for  the  State  of  Ar- 
izona. 1996  marks  the  25th  anniversary  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Water  Conservation  District  as  well  as  the  50th  anniversary  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  Association.  Sadly,  as  Congressman  Kolbe 
mentioned,  this  year  also  marks  the  departure  of  two  long-time 
supporters  of  the  CAP  and  other  Arizona  water  interests. 

Mr.  Chairman,  your  and  Mr.  Bevill's  presence  will  certainly  be 
missed  when  Arizona  makes  its  annual  pilgrimage  before  the  sub- 
committee next  year.  Upon  your  retirement,  Arizona  will  be  losing 
two  good  friends,  and  I  know  I  speak  for  the  entire  State  when  I 
express  my  gratitude  for  your  commitment  to  the  CAP  and  other 
water  projects  over  the  past  two  decades. 

On  a  personal  note,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  the 
friendship  you  have  extended  to  me  while  I  served  on  this  sub- 
committee, and  also  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  though  the  administration  did  not  yet  submit  its 
budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1995,  it  is  my  expectation  that  the 
proposed  budget  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  will  meet  the  con- 
struction, operation,  maintenance  and  replacement  needs  of  the 
CAP  and  the  Safety  of  Dams  program  for  the  upcoming  fiscal  year. 
I  am  here  to  support  this  forthcoming  request,  as  well  as  the  testi- 
monies of  the  people  that  will  be  speaking  for  you  on  the  Arizona 
project  and  other  water  projects. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  written  testimony,  I  have  included  detail 
on  Corps  of  Engineers  and  Bureau  of  Reclamation  projects. 

I  will  turn  it  back  to  my  colleague,  Mr.  Kolbe. 

Mr.  Kolbe.  Thank  you,  Congressman  Pastor. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Pastor  follows:] 
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■TATBiiBiiT  or  nn  hoiiorabi.b  bd  pastor 

ARZZOHX  -  SBCOMD  DISTRICT 

b«for«  th« 

SUBCOMNITTEB  OH  BNEROY  MID  WATBR  DBVBLOPMBHT 
CoBBitta*  OB  Appropriations 

Maroh  6,    199C 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chainnan  and  Mr.  Bevill  for,  once  again,  allowing  me  to  q>pear  before  the 
Subcommittee  today  in  support  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  (CAP)  and  other  important 
water-related  projects  in  Arizona.   I  would  like  to  acknowledge  the  other  members  of  the 
Arizona  Congressional  delegation  who  are  here,  as  well  as  those  who  will  be  delivering 
testimony  today:  Mary  Thomas,  Governor  of  the  Gila  River  Indian  Community;  George 
Miller,  Mayor  of  Tucson;  Rita  Pearson,  Director  of  the  Arizona  Dqtartment  of  Water 
Resources;  Grady  Gammage,  Presiduit  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Wata  Conservation  District;  and  Buck  O'Reilly,  President  of  Tucson  R^onal  Water 
CouncU. 

This  is  a  noteworthy  year  for  the  State  of  Arizona.   1996  marks  the  25th  anniversary  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Water  Conservation  District  (CAWCD),  as  well  as  the  SOth  anniversary  of 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  Association.   Sadly,  this  year  also  marks  the  dqKirture  of  two 
longtime  supporters  of  Uie  Central  Arizona  Project  (CAP)  and  other  Arizona  vntet  interests. 
Mr.  Chairman,  your  and  Mr.  Bevill's  presence  will  certainly  be  missed  when  Arizona  makes 
its  annual  pilgrimage  before  this  Subcommittee  next  year.  Upon  your  retiremrats,  Arizona 
will  be  losing  two  good  friends,  and  I  know  I  speak  for  the  entire  State  when  I  express  my 
gratitude  for  your  commitment  to  the  CAP  and  other  Arizona  water  projects  over  the  past 
two  decades. 

Mr.  Chairman,  though  the  Administration  has  not  yet  submitted  its  budget  request  for  FY 
1997,  it  is  my  expectation  that  the  proposed  budget  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  will  meet 
the  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  needs  of  the  CAP  and  the  Safety 
of  Dams  program  for  the  upcoming  fiscal  year.  I  am  here  to  support  this  forthcoming 
request,  as  well  as  the  testimonies  of  the  State  of  Arizona,  the  Gila  River  Indian  Community, 
the  City  of  Tucson,  and  the  Tucson  Regional  Water  Council,  as  well  as  the  testimony  that 
the  City  of  Phoenix  gave  last  week. 

As  you  may  know,  the  CAWCD  and  the  Dqxartment  of  Interior  have  both  filed  law  suits 
over  diq)utes  regarding  the  CAWCD' s  construction  cost  rqtayment  obligation  for  the  CAP; 
the  United  States'  obligation  for  annual  CAP  operation,  maintenance,  and  rq>lacements  costs; 
the  responsibility  for  the  correction  of  defects  and  deficiencies  in  the  Project;  and  the  use  of 
revenues  from  the  sale  of  project  power.   Despite  this  unfortunate  impasse,  the  CAP  still 
remains  Arizona's  most  important  water  project  and  is  essential  to  the  State's  future.  I 
would  like,  therefore,  to  highlight  some  important  requests  that  others  will  elaborate  on. 

CAP  Indian  Distribution  and  Delivery  Systems 
First,  I  want  to  emphasize  my  strong  support  for  full  funding  of  CAP  Indian  water  delivery 
and  distribution  systems.  Ten  Arizona  Indian  tribes  have  contracted  with  the  U.S. 
government  for  delivery  of  CAP  water,  yet  only  one  -  the  Ak-Chin  Indian  Community  -  is 
actually  receiving  the  water.  Indian  contractors  will  be  receiving  almost  half  of  the  CAP 
water,  and  the  construction  of  these  distribution  and  delivery  systems  is  long  overdue.  These 
systems  must  be  built  in  order  for  Arizona  to  fully  realize  the  intended  benefits  of  the  CAP. 
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Tucson  Terminal  Storage 
I  ant  sure  you  are  aware  of  a  ballot  initiative  that  was  passed  by  the  City  of  Tucson  voters 
last  November  to  restrict  the  direct  delivery  of  CAP  water  until  it  can  meet  certain  standards. 
Prc^sition  200  was  a  setback  for  Tucson's  efforts  to  fiilly  utilize  its  CAP  allocation.  I  can 
assure  you,  however,  that  the  City  is  fully  committed  to  direct  delivery  of  CAP  water  and  is 
actively  pursuing  this  goal.  In  this  regard,  the  need  for  a  terminal  storage  facility  in 
southern  Arizona  has  not  been  diminished.     In  recognition  of  the  limitations  that  Proposition 
200  has  temporarily  placed  on  Tucson,  a  budget  request  between  $500,000  and  $1  nullirai  is 
expected  to  be  submitted  by  the  Admlnistratioa  for  terminal  storage  work.  The 
Sidx»mnuttee  has  been  very  supportive  of  terminal  storage  in  the  past,  and  I  hope  that 
support  will  extend  into  FY  1997  with  full  funding  of  the  anticipated  apprcq>riations  request 

TT  s  FUh  and  Wildlife  Service  Jeooardv  Opinion  nn  fhf  ('/l^p 
On  April  20,  1994,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  issued  a  biological  opinioo 
on  the  CAP.  The  opinion  concluded  that  the  continued  transportation  and  delivery  of  CAP 
water  jeopardizes  endangered  fish  and  adversely  modifies  critical  habitat  in  the  Gila  River 
basin.  The  reasonable  and  prudent  alternatives  (RPAs)  outlined  in  the  opinion  are  estimated 
to  cost  $1S0  million  over  the  life  of  the  CAP. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  CAWCD  was  not  permitted  to  participate  in  the  consultations  between  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  USFWS  on  the  opinion,  and  critical  information  was 
therefore  not  able  to  be  presented.  The  CAWCD  has  given  a  rqwrt  to  the  Bureau  and  the 
USFWS  and  requests  that  the  Bureau  be  prohibited  fixjm  q)ending  any  money  to  implement 
any  provisions  of  the  opinion  until  consultations  are  reopened  and  the  biological  opinion  is 
reconsidered  in  light  of  the  CAWCD  rqwrt.  Given  the  considerable  cost  of  the  biological 
opinion  and  the  strong  evidence  the  CAWCD  has  presented  against  its  findings,  I  believe  this 
request  is  the  most  prudent  course  of  action,  and  I  ask  the  Subcommittee  to  give  it  fovorable 
consideration. 

RiirMii  nf  Reclamation  NEPA  Review  of  TAP  ,<>^i!KVfnfTartfl 
Recently,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  announced  that  CAP  subcontractors  must  prqjare 
environmental  assessments  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  before  the 
transfer  of  CAP  entitlements  will  be  approved.   Simply  put,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  decision  is 
inconsistent  with  the  law,  would  result  in  redundant  work  being  performed,  and  would 
seriously  hamper  the  CAWCD's  ability  to  manage  its  CAP  water  supply.  I  am  asking,  along 
with  the  CAWCD,  that  the  Subcommittee  prevent  the  Bureau  from  expending  funds  to' 
implement  this  misguided  policy.  I  have  submitted  for  the  record  an  excellent  l^al 
memorandum  that  clearly  explains  why  the  policy  is  inconsistent  with  the  law  and  Bureau 
precedents  and  policies. 

There  are  also  a  numb^  of  ongoing  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
projects  in  Arizona  that  I  expect  to  be  included  in  the  Administration's  budget  request  and 
would  ask  for  the  Subcommittee's  continued  support  of  these  important  initiatives. 

The  Rillito  River  Bank  Protection  Project,  located  in  Pima  County,  Arizona,  is  in  its  final 
year  of  construction.  Approximately  $4,275  million  is  needed  to  complete  this  vital  flood 
oontrcd  project 
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The  Tucson  Drainage  Area  Flood  Control  Project  (also  known  as  the  Arroyo  Chico  project), 
located  in  Pima  County,  Arizona,  is  prqtared  to  move  from  the  feasibility  stage  to  planning, 
engineering,  and  design  (PED)  phase.  Approximately  $500,000  is  need  to  complete  the  PED 
work  in  FY  1997. 

The  Gila  River  and  Tributarias.  Santa  Cruz  River  Basin  Study  will  an  additional  $100,000  in 
FY  1997  to  continue  work  on  the  feasibility  study. 

The  Rio  Salado  Project,  located  in  Phoenix  and  Tempe,  Arizona,  is  anticipated  to  require 
$500,000  in  FY  1997  to  continue  work  on  the  feasibility  study.  I  also  ask  that  the 
Subcommittee  consider  the  following  language  regarding  the  Rio  Salado  project: 

The  Committee  has  included  $500,(XX)  to  continue  woric  on  an  expedited  basis 
on  the  Rio  Salado  feasibility  study  in  cooperation  with  the  cities  of  Phoenix 
and  Tempe.  The  Committee  directs  that  the  Corps  accderate  work  on  die 
study  to  the  extent  possible  in  order  to  allow  completion  of  the  study  by  the 
start  of  FY  1998. 

The  Tortolita  Drainage  Area  Project^  located  in  Pima  County,  Arizona,  will  have  its 
reconnaissance  study  completed  in  FY  1996.  Approximately  $200,000  will  be  needed  in  FY 
1997  to  initiate  the  feasibility  study  for  this  project 

Metropolitan  Phoenix  Water  Reclamation  Propam 
rrres  Rios  Constructed  Wetlands  Project^  ffiureau) 
Under  Section  1608  of  P.L.  102-575,  the  Subcommittee  has  provided  fiinds  in  past  years  to 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  provide  the  federal  share  of  a  demonstration  project  and  the 
development  of  the  design,  construction,  and  operation  criteria  for  engineered  wetlands  using 
reclaimed  water  ftom  a  multi-city  wastewater  treatment  plant  located  in  Phoenix,  Arizona. 
Both  the  studies  and  the  demonstration  project  have  shown  that  constructed  wetlands  using 
highly  treated  effluent  would  provide  a  cost-effective  and  environmentally  desirable  way  to 
provide  wastewater  treatment  and  meet  federal  Qean  Water  Aa  guidelines. 
I  am  seeking  an  additional  $1  million  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  begin  the  design  and 
construction  of  this  innovative  and  environmentally  beneficial  project,  as  well  as  the 
following  rq)ort  language: 

The  Committee  has  included  and  additional  $1,000,000  to  continue  work  on 
the  Phoenix  Metropolitan  Water  Reclamati(m  Program  (Tres  Rios  Project) 
authorized  pursuant  to  Section  1608  of  Public  Law  102-575. 


There  are  also  new  projects  important  to  Arizona  and  my  District  that  I  believe  merit  the 
support  of  the  Subcommittee. 

Sky  Harbor  Wetlands  Technology  Evaluation  Project  (Corps) 
This  project,  undertaken  under  the  authority  of  Section  307(d)  of  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1990  (WRDA  '90),  would  provide  important  information  and  data  on 
wetlands  habitat  restoration  in  arid  areas,  such  as  the  desert  Southwest.   In  addition,  the 
project  would  furnish  much-needed  information  to  airports  around  the  country  which  are 
experiencing  serious  safety  problems  caused  by  nesting  birds  located  in  nearby  wetlands. 
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Finally,  the  devdopment  of  wetlands  in  the  Salt  River  in  this  area  would  further  contribute  to 
the  environmental  revitalization  of  the  River  and  complement  the  work  of  the  Corps  on  the 
Rio  Salado  project.  I  am  requesting  $1.5  million  in  construction  funds  in  the  Corps'  budget 
for  the  project  and  the  following  rqwrt  language: 

The  Committee  has  included  $1,500,000  to  fund  an  evaluation  of  wetlands 
creation  technology  in  Phoenix,  Arizona  on  property  provided  by  the  city 
adjacent  to  the  Sky  Haibor  International  Airport  The  project  would  be 
undertaken  in  cooperation  with  the  Rio  Salado  feasibility  study  and  under 
authority  of  Section  307(d)  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1990 
which  authorizes  a  demonstration  program  for  determining  the  feasibility  of 
wetlands  restoration,  enhancement,  and  creation  as  a  means  of  contributing  to 
the  goal  of  no  net  loss  of  wetlands.  The  project  wouM  not  only  evaluate  the 
opportunities  to  restore  and  create  wetlands  in  a  largely  dry  river  bed,  but  also 
examine  opportunities  for  wetlands  habitat  development  and  management 
adjacent  to  a  major  airport  to  minimize  any  adverse  impact  of  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  on  airport  operations. 

Trea  Rios  Flood  Control  Project  fCorps^ 
The  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  work  on  the  Tres  Rios  constructed  wetlands  project  involves 
and  important  flood  control  feature.  I  request  that  $300,000  in  General  Investigations  funds 
be  made  available  to  the  Corps,  under  Section  321  of  WRDA  *92  for  this  important  feature 
of  the  project  I  also  request  that  the  following  rqwrt  language  be  included: 

The  Committee  has  included  $300,000  to  allow  the  Corps  to  participate  in  the 
flood  contnri  aspects  of  the  Phoenix  Metrqwlitan  Water  Reclamation  Program 
CTKs  Rios  constructed  wetlands  project)  bdng  developed  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  in  co(q)eration  with  the  cities  of  Phoenix,  Tempe,  Mesa, 
Glendale,  and  Scottsdale.  The  Corps'  participation  in  the  project  is  authorized 
under  Section  321  of  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1992. 
Specifically,  the  Corps  would  be  responsible  for  the  planning,  design,  and 
construction  of  flood  damage  reduction  features  of  the  project,  including 
channel  clearing  within  the  floodway  to  protect  the  constructed  w^lands 
project,  and  kvee  construction  to  provide  a  100-year  level  of  protection  for 
surrounding  residential  properties  near  the  confluence  of  the  Salt  and  Gila 
Rivers.  Flood  damage  reduction  features  needed  to  protect  die  constructed 
wetlands  prqject  shall  be  considered  an  enviroomental  restoration  ou^wt  to  be 
evaluated  over  die  life  of  die  ivoject  Additional  flood  damage  reductioa  to 
protect  residential  properties  shall  be  evaluated  as  a  last  added  element  to  the 
prefect's  environmental  restoration  features. 

Arizona  Flood  Control  Study  rCorps^ 
The  State  of  Arizona  experienced  devastating  flood  events  in  January  and  February  of  1993. 
Tlie  statewide  extent  of  the  flood  and  the  resultant  damage  jMompted  a  Presidential  Disaster 
Declaration  and  Congresnonal  approval  of  a  priority  study  •  the  Arizona  Flood  Contnd 
Study  -  in  the  FY  1993  Emergency  Supplemental  Apimpriations  Act  (P.L.  103-50). 
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The  Arizona  Flood  Control  Study  determined  that  a  federal  interest  in  an  economically 
justified  statewide  flood  warning  system  does  exist.  The  reconnaissance  rqxirt,  dated 
Sq>tember  1994,  recommended  that  the  project  proceed  directly  to  Preconstruction 
Engineering  and  Design  (PED)  under  Section  203  of  the  Continuing  Authorities  Program. 
The  Arizona  Dqiartment  of  Water  Resources  has  secured  the  necessary  state  legislation  and 
funding  to  participate  with  the  Corps  as  the  local  sponsor  for  the  project  and  has  been 
prqaied  to  sign  a  cost-sharing  agreement  since  July  of  1993. 

Unfortunately,  the  Corps  has  informed  both  myself  and  the  State  that  there  is  insufflcient 
funding  for  this  vital  flood  control  project.   I,  therefore,  request  an  additional  $230,000  for 
the  Corps'  Section  203  program  so  that  this  long-overdue  flood  control  project  can  proceed 
with  the  necessary  PED  work.  I  have  included  the  following  rqwrt  language  to  accompany 
this  request: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  directed  to  complete  Preconstruction  Engineering 
and  Design  plans  for  the  Arizona  Statewide  Flood  Warning  System,  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  and  generally  described  in  the  Rqwrt, 
'Arizona  Flood  Control  Study,'  dated  Sq>tember  30,  1996.   Funds  of 
$230,000  have  been  provided  to  the  Continuing  Authorities  program. 

Department  of  Enerpv 
Finally,  Mr.  Chairman  I  also  ask  that  the  Subcommittee  continue  to  support  ^>propriations 
for  the  Uranium  Enrichment  Decontamination  and  Decommissioning  (D&D)  fund  established 
under  Title  XI  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  (P.L.  102-486).  In  particular,  I  am 
suj^rtive  of  the  program  for  reimbursement  of  claims  made  by  active  uranium  and  thorium 
mill  site  licensees  for  the  portion  of  their  remediation  costs  for  tailings  attributed  to  sales 
made  to  the  Federal  government.  Authorization  for  this  rdmbursemoit  is  in  Title  X  of  P.L. 
102-486. 

The  D&D  fund  and  the  tailings  reimbursement  provisions  have  broad  based  sui^rt  among  a 
vast  array  of  organizations,  and  I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  fully  fund  these  important 
environmoital  remediation  programs. 

Finally,  I  express  my  full  support  for  increased  s^ropriations  for  renewable  energy  and 
alternative  fiiels.  Solar,  wind,  and  geothermal  energy  hold  great  promise  for  being  an 
important  part  of  our  nation's  energy  mix,  and  I  believe  it  is  in  our  national  interest  to  see 
that  these  industries  succeed.  As  cities  across  the  nation  attempt  to  improve  thdr  air  quality, 
emphasis  is  bdng  placed  on  reducing  harmful  emissions  from  automobUes.  Increased 
funding  for  alternative  fuels  will  help  these  efforts  to  make  our  nation's  air  cleaner. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  that  this  year  you  will  have  a  particularly  difficult  task  in  formulating 
the  budget  for  the  Department  of  Energy,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  the  Corps  of 
Engineo^,  and  the  other  agencies  under  the  purview  of  the  Subcommittee.   I  thank  you  for 
the  past  suppori  for  the  programs  and  projects  you  and  the  Subcommittee  have  provided,  and 
I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  to  you  these  important  requests. 


2191 

Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

HON.  MATT  SALMON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  ARIZONA 

Mr.  KOLBE.  I  would  also  like  to  note  that  Congressman  Salmon 
has  joined  us  here;  and,  Matt,  did  you  want  to  say  a  word  before 
we  call  on  our  witnesses  here  that  are  going  to  present? 

Mr,  Salmon.  Just  a  quick  word. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  You  gave  a  wonderful 
speech  at  lunch.  Both  you  and  Mr.  Bevill  are  a  credit  to  Arizona. 
In  fact,  we  will  make  you  honorary  members  of  our  delegation,  if 
you  would  like  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  can  accept  that. 

Mr.  Salmon.  Thank  you.  And  all  the  amenities  and  golf  privi- 
leges that  come  with  it.  Right? 

Mr.  Myers.  Fine. 

Mr.  Salmon.  Listen,  I  just  want  to  tell  you  how  much  we  appre- 
ciate the  support.  The  Central  Arizona  Project  really  is  the  life 
blood  of  Arizona.  In  fact,  we  have  a  sa3dng  in  Arizona  that  whiskey 
is  for  drinking  and  water  is  for  fighting. 

Frankly,  this  is  just  very,  very  important  to  us,  and  it  drives  our 
economy.  Our  economy  is  doing  very,  very  well.  But  we  need  to 
continue  in  the  direction  of  John  Rhodes,  who  created  this  in  the 
first  place,  and  the  tremendous  leaders  since  him  that  have  main- 
tained our  level  of  support  from  the  Federal  Government. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Matt. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

HON.  J.D.  HAYWORTH,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  ARIZONA 

Mr.  KoLBE.  We  have  also  been  joined  by  Congressman  J.D. 
Hajrworth. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  quiet  one. 

Mr.  Hayworth.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  deference  to  your  years 
of  experience  and  to  the  wise  advice  I  have  received  from  members 
of  this  committee's  staff,  I  realize  that  brevity  is  the  soul  of  wit. 
I  would  simply  try  to  be  witty  by  being  incredibly  brief  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  remarks  be  submitted  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Myers.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  Hayworth.  Sir,  I  would  just  simply  like  to  say,  in  closing, 
thanks  to  you  and  to  the  Ranking  Member  of  this  subcommittee. 
You  gentlemen  have  proven  to  be  the  very  spirit  of  bipartisan  co- 
operation, and  I  thank  you  for  the  efforts  you  have  made  over  the 
years.  It  has  been  an  honor  to  serve  with  you,  and  thank  you  very 
much. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Likewise,  J.D.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Hayworth  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE 

HONORABLE  J.D.  HAYWORTH 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

OF  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

MARCH  6,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  grateful  once  again  for  the  opportunity 
to  testify  before  your  subcommittee  on  behalf  of  water  projects 
critical  to  Arizona.  As  you  noted  at  last  year's  hearing,  I  am  a 
new  Member  of  Congress.   I  have  been  here  long  enough  to  know, 
however,  that  the  outstanding  leadership  you  and  Representative 
Bevill  have  provided  on  this  committee  will  be  sorely  missed. 

As  members  of  this  committee  are  well  aware,  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  (CAP)  is  essential  to  meeting  Arizona's  water 
supply  needs.   Credit  for  the  success  of  CAP,  thus  far,  is  owed 
in  large  part  to  consistent  levels  of  congressional 
appropriations.   I  endorse  the  funding  request  for  CAP  presented 
by  the  Central  Arizona  Water  Conservation  District. 

I  would  also  like  to  request  the  committee's  support  for  two 
Army  Corps  of  Engineer  projects  in5)ortant  to  my  district.   First, 
I  would  ask  that  the  committee  provide  $300,000  to  continue  the 
feasibility  phase  for  the  North  Scottsdale  Drainage,  Gila  River 
cuad  Tributaries  flood  control  project. 

Second,  I  am  requesting  that  the  committee  provide  $500,000 
to  con^lete  a  reconnaissance  study  for  the  Rio  de  Flag  floodplain 
in  Flagstaff,  Arizona.   The  residents  of  Flagstaff,  Arizona  are 
grateful  for  the  $200,000  provided  by  the  committee  last  year  to 
initiate  this  study.   The  Corps  anticipates  beginning  this  study 
this  spring.   As  you  will  recall,  as  a  result  of  the  Federal 
Emergency  Management  Agency  designating  much  of  Flagstaff's 
downtown  emd  southside  areas  as  a  Special  Flood  Hazard  Area, 
Flagstaff  is  prevented  from  moving  forward  with  new  development 
or  in^jortant  redevelopment  projects.   The  city  of  Flagstaff  is 
aware  of  the  cost -sharing  requirements  associated  with  planning 
and  constructing  this  project  and  is  a  willing  partner. 

Again  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  and  Representative 
Bevill  for  all  of  the  support  you  have  given  Arizona  over  the 
years . 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

WITNESSES 

MARY  THOMAS,  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  GTLA  RIVER  INDIAN  COMMUNITY 

GEORGE  MILLER,  MAYOR  OF  TUCSON 

RITA  PEARSON,  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  ARIZONA  DEPARTMENT  OF  WATER 

RESOURCES 
GRADY  GAMMAGE,  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE 

CENTRAL  ARIZONA  WATER  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 
BUCK    O'RIELLY,    PRESIDENT    OF    THE    TUCSON    REGIONAL    WATER 

COUNCIL 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  now  if  I  could  ask  my  colleagues  to 
shift  down,  we  will  invite  up  here  to  the  table  those  who  will  be 
making  presentations  on  the — on  behalf  of  the  CAWCD  and  the 
Central  Arizona  Project. 

First,  we  will  hear  from  Rita  Pearson,  Director  of  the  Arizona 
Department  of  Water  Resources — I  will  just  introduce  all  of  them, 
and  they  will  go  in  direct  order  here — ^followed  by  Grady  Gammage, 
the  President  of  the  Central  Arizona  Water  Conservation  District; 
Honorable  George  Miller,  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Tucson;  Mary 
Thomas,  the  Governor  of  the  Gila  River  Indian  Community;  and 
Buck  O'Rielly,  President  of  the  Tucson  Regional  Water  Council. 
They  are  already  here. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  will  be  pleased  to  hear  from  you.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Pearson.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  op- 
portunity to  appear  before  you  on  behalf  of  Governor  Symington  to 
discuss  the  appropriations  for  water  and  energy  projects  that  affect 
the  State  of  Arizona. 

But  before  I  begin  the  State's  testimony  I  would  like  to  extend 
a  special  note  of  gratitude  to  you,  Mr.  Myers,  and  to  you.  Congress- 
man Bevill,  for  your  unwavering  commitment  to  the  Central  Ari- 
zona Project  and  the  citizens  of  Arizona  who  are  so  directly  depend- 
ent upon  that  water  supply. 

My  comments  to  you  today  will  be  brief.  I  have  detailed  written 
testimony  that  I  would  like  to  submit  to  you  here  today.  In  addi- 
tion, I  would  like  to  submit  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Bill  Schrader,  who 
is  President  of  the  Salt  River  Project,  if  that  would  please  you. 

I  would  also  like  to  acknowledge  the  presence  of  the  President 
of  the  Central  Arizona  Water  Conservation  District,  Grady 
Gammage,  Mayor  Miller  of  Tucson  and  Governor  Thomas  of  the 
Gila  River  Community,  as  well  as  Mr.  Buck  O'Rielly,  who  is  Presi- 
dent of  the  Tucson  Regional  Water  Council. 

Let  me  begin  by  stating  that  the  appropriations  under  consider- 
ation by  this  subcommittee  are  of  vital  importance  to  the  State  of 
Arizona.  Construction  of  water  supply  and  flood  control  facilities 
are  essential  to  support  the  population  growth  and  economic  devel- 
opment now  occurring  at  a  very  rapid  pace  across  the  State  of  Ari- 
zona. 

The  Central  Arizona  Project  continues  to  be  the  highest  priority 
water  supply  project  in  Arizona.  Since  taking  effect,  Governor  Sy- 
mington has  worked  to  enable  Arizona  to  better  utilize  the  water 
supplies  developed  and  delivered  by  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  In 
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1993,  he  created  the  Gk)vernor's  CAP  advisory  committee  to  find 
real  solutions  to  the  complex  issues  facing  the  CAP. 

This  effort  resulted  in  several  legislative  measures  that  support 
the  CAP,  but  the  most  ambitious  work  is  yet  to  be  done.  Over  the 
past  year,  Arizona's  leadership  has  worked  to  craft  a  plan  to  maxi- 
mize the  long-term  benefits  of  the  water  supply  delivered  by  the 
Central  Arizona  project. 

Governor  Symington  is  a  strong  supporter  of  legislation  now  be- 
fore the  Arizona  legislature  that  accomplishes  this  goal  by  replen- 
ishing the  State's  aquifers  that  are  severely  depleted  by  long-term 
overdrafting  and  replacing  those  supplies  with  Colorado  River 
water  through  a  groundwater  replenishment  program. 

This  legislation  will  enable  Arizona  to  meet  many  of  its  future 
water  supply  challenges  by  providing  the  opportunity  to  do  the  fol- 
lowing: secure  a  stored  reserve  of  water  for  use  when  drought  on 
the  Colorado  occurs  and  reduces  the  CAP  supplies  to  our  munici- 
palities and  to  our  farming  communities;  enhance  our  ability  to 
meet  the  State's  water  management  goals;  and  assist  with  the  set- 
tlement of  Indian  tribal  claims  to  water  within  Arizona.  In  addi- 
tion, the  legislation  provides  a  mechanism  that  may  facilitate 
short-term  interstate  water  transfers  of  Colorado  River  water  to 
our  neighbors  in  California  and  Nevada. 

The  legislation  requires  a  significant  financial  commitment  from 
the  State's  general  fund  and  demonstrates  a  strong  and  united  sup- 
port in  Arizona  for  the  successful  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project. 

The  success  to  date  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  would  not 
have  been  possible  without  consistent  levels  of  congressional  appro- 
priations, which  have  allowed  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  main- 
tain its  construction  schedule.  These  appropriations  have  fulfilled 
the  congressional  commitment  made  to  the  CAP  back  in  1968, 
when  the  project  was  authorized,  and  renewed  again  in  1986,  when 
a  comprehensive  cost-sharing  agreement  was  executed  among  sev- 
eral entities  in  Arizona  and  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior. 
We  appreciate  your  past  support,  and  we  hope  you  will  look  favor- 
ably on  the  CAP-related  activities  that  continue  to  require  Federal 
funding,  including  a  terminal  storage  facility  in  Tucson. 

The  written  testimony  I  am  submitting  to  you  today  asks  for  this 
subcommittee's  continued  support  of  funding  to  make  dam  safety 
modifications  on  dams  upstream  from  Phoenix  on  the  Salt  and  the 
Verde  River  systems.  It  is  important  that  this  work  be  completed 
to  assure  the  safety  of  Roosevelt  Dam  and  others  and  to  provide 
needed  water  conservation  and  flood  control  storage  for  CAP  and 
the  Central  Arizona  Project,  where  more  than  2  million  people  live 
in  central  and  southern  Arizona. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  a  number  of  other  projects  in  Ar- 
izona; and  although  they  are  smaller  than  the  CAP  or  Safety  of 
Dams,  they  are  no  less  important.  Governor  S3miington  urges  your 
support  of  all  Bureau  projects  in  Arizona. 

In  addition,  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  a  number  of 
projects,  including  funding  for  continued  construction  on  Clifton, 
Rillito  River  and  Tucson  drainage  flood  control  projects.  In  recent 
years,  Arizona  has  experienced  devastating  floods.  There  are  cer- 
tain to  be  more  floods  in  the  future.  For  this  reason,  it  is  important 
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to  continue  to  have  an  active  flood  control  program  in  the  State. 
The  projects  under  way  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  will  add 
significantly  to  our  flood  control  capabilities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  testimony  that  I  bring  to  you  today  is  a  joint 
effort  of  many  interests  in  central  and  southern  Arizona  who  sup- 
port the  Central  Arizona  Project.  On  behalf  of  Grovemor  S3mriington, 
I  thank  this  subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you 
and  for  your  continuing  support  of  water  resource  development 
projects  in  Arizona.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Please  remember  Tom  and  me  to  the 
Grovemor,  please. 

Ms.  Pearson.  I  will.  Thank  you. 

[The  statements  of  Governor  S5mtiington  and  Mr.  Schrader  fol- 
low:] 
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STATEMENT  OF 

THE 

STATE  OF  ARIZONA 

BEFORE  THE 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMTITEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

SUBMITTED  BY: 

GOVERNOR  FIFE  SYMINGTON 

STATE  OF  ARIZONA 

MARCH  6,  1996 

IN  SUPPORT  OF  FISCAL  YEAR  1997  APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR 

THE  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION  FOR  THE  CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

INCLUDING  SAFETY  OF  DAMS  FEATURES, 

COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  SALINITY  CONTROL  PROGRAM, 

AND  OTHER  WATER  RELATED  PROJECTS  AND  PROGRAMS 

AND  FOR 

CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  IN  ARIZONA 
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This  te^imony  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  the  State  of  Arizona  asks  for  continued 
support  of  funding  for  the  various  water  related  projects  and  programs  which  affect  the  State. 
Construction  projects  underway  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  include:  the  Central  Arizona 
Project;  safety  of  dams  work;  and  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Program. 
Construction  projects  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  include  the  Clifton,  Rillito  River  and  Tucson 
Drainage  Flood  Control  Projects.  Additionally,  the  testimony  addresses  the  various  planning 
and  operation  and  maintenance  programs  by  both  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  Corps  of 
Engineers. 

Because  the  President  has  not  yet  released  a  proposed  budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1997,  Arizona  has 
not  had  the  opportunity  to  review  specific  funding  reconunendations.  This  testimony  supports 
appropriation  levels  that  adequately  fund  the  projects  and  programs  within  Arizona  under 
consideration  by  this  Subcommittee.  Arizona  wishes  to  reserve  the  right  to  supplement  this 
testimony  after  we  have  had  the  opportunity  to  review  the  President's  budget. 

CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

The  Central  Arizona  Project  (CAP)  continues  to  be  the  highest  priority  water  supply  project  in 
Arizona.  The  importance  of  this  project  for  the  future  of  the  State  of  Arizona  cannot  be 
overstated.  The  reliable  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water  to  users  in  central  and  southern 
Arizona  is  essential  to  meet  the  demands  of  an  ever  increasing  population. 

There  has  been  some  very  significant  activity  related  to  the  Central  Arizona  Project  since  I 
appeared  before  this  Subcommittee  last  year.  As  I  have  r^wrted  to  you  before,  in  1993  I 
appointed  the  34  member  Governor's  Central  Arizona  Project  Advisory  Committee  to  investigate 
methods  that  will  enable  Arizona  to  better  utilize  its  CAP  supplies.  The  Committee  made 
several  recommendations  for  action  addressing  a  variety  of  issues  facing  the  CAP.  Last  year 
I  informed  you  that  the  Arizona  Legislature  had  passed  some  of  these  measures,  and  I  signed 
them  into  law.  However,  one  of  the  most  ambitious  of  the  ComnSttee's  recommendations,  a 
suggestion  to  rq)lenish  Arizona's  dq)leted  aquifers  with  water  delivered  by  the  CAP,  had  not 
yet  been  brought  before  the  Legislature.  Over  the  past  year  Arizona's  leaders  have  worked  to 
craft  a  plan  that  would  bring  this  idea  to  fruition. 

I  am  pleased  to  rqx>rt  to  you  today  that  vital  legislation  has  been  introduced  in  the  Arizona 
Legislature  with  my  strong  support  which  establishes  a  mechanism  to  increase  groundwater 
recharge  of  CAP  delivered  water.  This  legislation  will  enable  Arizona  to  meet  many  of  its  long- 
term  water  policy  challenges  by  providing  the  opportunity  to  do  the  following:  firm-up  CAP 
water  supplies  by  storing  water  for  use  when  drought  on  the  Colorado  River  reduces  supplies 
delivered  by  the  CAP,  enhance  our  ability  to  meet  our  water  management  goals,  and  assist  with 
the  settlement  of  Indian  tribe  claims  to  water  rights  in  Arizona. 

In  addition,  the  legislation  provides  a  mechanism  that  can  be  used  to  facilitate  short-term 
interstate  water  transfers  with  California  and  Nevada.  This  action  may  assist  these  states  to  meet 
their  interim  water  needs  while  enhancing  groundwater  storage  within  Arizona. 

Though  it  is  still  under  consideration,  the  legislation  is  widely  recognized  as  promoting  the  best 
interests  of  the  State.  This  legislation  demonstrates  the  strong  united  support  in  Arizona  for  the 
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successful  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  and  full  utilization  of  our  Colorado  River 
entitlement. 

The  success  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  would  not  have  been  possible  without  consistent 
levels  of  Congressional  appropriations  which  have  allowed  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to 
maintain  its  construction,  schedule  for  the  Project.  These  appropriations  have  fulfilled  the 
Congressional  commitment  made  in  1968  when  the  Central  Arizona  Project  was  authorized  and 
renewed  in  1986  when  a  comprehensive  cost  sharing  agreement  was  executed  among  several 
entities  in  Arizona  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  tiie  Interior.  We  appreciate  your  past  support, 
and  we  hope  you  will  look  favorably  on  the  CAP  related  activities  that  continue  to  require 
funding. 

Arizona  hopes  to  see  a  FY  1997  appropriation  from  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin 
Development  fund  for  Central  Arizona  Project  facilities  of  about  $72,000,000.  These  funds  will 
support  construction  activity  principally  focused  in  six  areas:  continued  work  on  the  damaged 
siphons,  awarding  facility  relocations  and  site  improvement  contracts  for  Waddell  Dam,  close 
out  work  on  enlarged  Roosevelt  Dam,  continued  studies  associated  with  the  Tucson  aqueduct, 
continued  design  and  construction  of  Indian  delivery  systems,  and  the  continued  construction  of 
sulfur  dioxide  scrubbers  for  the  Navajo  Generating  Station. 

The  budget  for  the  Hayden-Rhodes  Division  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  Aqueduct  covers  a 
number  of  activities.  The  most  important  activity  is  the  continued  replacement  of  siphons.  The 
Central  Arizona  Project  now  provides  water  for  a  number  of  cities  in  central  and  southern 
Arizona.  That  supply  must  be  reliable  with  a  minimum  chance  of  interruption.  It  is  essential 
that  faulty  siphons  on  the  aqueduct  be  rq>laced  as  soon  as  possible.  In  order  to  fund  completion 
of  existing  contract  closeouts  and  for  administration  of  claims,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's 
budget  should  contain  about  $3,400,000.  The  Central  Arizona  Water  Conservation  District  will 
fiind  the  majority  of  the  continuing  siphon  replacement  work  and  expects  to  request  federal 
reimbursement  at  a  later  date. 

For  tiie  Regulatory  Storage  Division  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  bulk  of  work  will  be 
on  Roosevelt  and  New  Waddell  Dams.  These  two  regulatory  features  require  about  $7, 100,000 
which  will  be  used  primarily  for  completion  of  contracts  and,  in  the  case  of  enlarged  Roosevelt 
Dam,  for  the  closeout  of  the  prime  contract  for  the  dam.  The  funding  estimate  also  includes 
money  for  relocation  of  facilities  at  New  Waddell  and  recreational  development  at  both  New 
Waddell  and  Roosevelt.  Completing  these  two  regulatory  dams  as  quickly  as  possible  is 
important  for  safety  of  dams,  water  conservation  and  flood  control. 

The  budget  for  the  Indian  water  delivery  and  distribution  system  covers  a  number  of  ongoing 
projects  intended  to  assure  that  these  distribution  systems  are  constructed  so  that  Indian 
communities  with  contracts  for  Central  Arizona  Project  water  can  put  this  renewable  surface 
supply  to  use.  One  of  the  key  water  management  objectives  in  Arizona  is  to  put  as  much  CAP 
water  to  use  as  possible.  The  Indian  conmiunities  are  major  contractors  of  the  supply  and  must 
be  provided  with  the  facilities  to  assure  maximum  use  of  this  renewable  water  supply. 

The  Navajo  Generating  Station  near  Page,  Arizona  is  an  important  feature  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project.    Approximately  24  percent  of  this  power  plant  is  dedicated  to  the  Central  Arizona 


2200 


Project  for  the  purpose  of  providing  power  to  the  14  pumping  stations  along  the  three  aqueducts 
on  the  Project.  To  meet  visibility  requirements  of  clean  air  standards,  the  Dq>aitment  of  the 
Interior,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  the  Salt  River  Project,  the  State  of  Arizona  and 
the  Grand  Canyon  Trust  agreed  that  sulfur  dioxide  scrubbers,  which  reduce  sulfur  dioxide  to  less 
than  10%  of  what  is  allowable  for  most  states,  would  be  installed  at  the  generating  station.  For 
FY  1997,  the  federal  government's  share  of  this  effort  is  about  $26,000,000. 

Terminal  storage  is  critical  to  the  City  of  Tucson's  ability  to  fully  utilize  its  CAP  supply.  The 
City  is  committing  significant  resources  to  assure  that  CAP  water  will  ultimately  be  directly 
delivered  to  a  substantial  portion  of  its  service  area.  However,  without  terminal  storage  and  the 
reliability  that  it  will  bring,  Tucson  cannot  prudently  invest  in  the  enhanced  treatment  technology 
needed  to  allow  for  direct  delivery  of  CAP  water.  As  the  City  commits  millions  of  its 
ratq)ayers'  dollars  to  solve  the  CAP  issues,  I  encourage  this  Subcommittee  to  continue  to  fund 
the  Bureau's  planning  and  environmental  woric  related  to  terminal  storage.  We  are  requesting 
that  approximately  $500,000  be  placed  in  the  Bureau's  budget  to  continue  environmental 
processes  for  Tucson's  CAP  terminal  storage. 

SAFETY  OF  DAMS 

We  hope  to  see  sufficient  funding  in  the  FY  1997  budget  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to 
continue  construction  activities  for  safety  of  dams  woric  in  Arizona.  Three  dams  located  on  the 
Salt  and  Verde  Rivers  have  safety  deficiencies  and  are  located  upstream  from  the  Phoenix 
metropolitan  area  where  over  two  million  Arizonans  reside.  The  comprehensive  Plan  6  Cost 
Sharing  Agreement  executed  in  1986  provides  that  the  Salt  River  Project  will  pay  for  a  portion 
of  the  necessary  rq)airs  on  these  dams.  Safety  of  dams  construction  work  is  scheduled  for 
Horseshoe  and  Baitlett  Dams  on  the  Verde  River.  A  total  of  about  $3,400,000  should  be 
budgeted  for  these  two  dams.  Additionally,  $5,000,000  is  necessary  to  fund  scheduled  safety 
of  dams  work  associated  with  the  enlargement  of  Roosevelt  Dam.  The  Salt  River  Project  wiU 
contribute  15  percent  of  the  cost  for  the  safety  of  dams  projects  related  to  the  three  dams. 

In  addition  to  the  woric  on  the  Salt  and  Verde  River  dams  pursuant  to  the  Plan  6  Cost  Sharing 
Agreement,  construction  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  on  Coolidge  Dam,  a  feature  of  the  San 
Carlos  Irrigation  Project.  This  dam,  which  is  owned  and  operated  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs,  has  been  identified  as  top  priority  among  those  in  the  United  States  needing  rqiairs  to 
insure  the  safety  of  the  people  and  property  below  the  dam.  We  would  like  to  see  $200,000  be 
budgeted  for  this  effort. 

It  is  essential  that  needed  safety  of  dams  funds  be  appropriated  to  ensure  that  construction  is 
completed  on  time  and  concerns  over  the  integrity  of  all  of  these  structures  can  be  eliminated. 

OTHER  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION  PROJECTS 

The  Colorado  River  constitutes  the  largest  source  of  long-term  renewable  surface  water  supplies 
available  to  the  State  of  Arizona.  With  full  use  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  Colorado 
River  will  provide  over  60  percent  of  Arizona's  long-term  water  supply.  Therefore,  Arizona 
is  very  concerned  about  the  future  water  quality  of  this  essential  supply  and  supports  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation's  ongoing  Colorado  River  water  quality  improvement  program  authorized  under 
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Title  n  of  the  Coloiado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Act.  Title  n  established  a  program  to 
respond  to  salinity  control  needs  of  Colorado  River  water  users  in  the  United  States  in 
compliance  with  the  Clean  Water  Act.  This  program  is  cost-shared,  with  the  states  providing 
25  to  30  percent  of  the  cost  of  project  facilities  and  operation  and  maintenance  costs. 

Arizona  and  the  other  Colorado  River  basin  states  are  concerned  about  receiving  sufficient 
federal  appropriations  for  the  salinity  control  program.  About  $11 ,500,000  is  needed  to  proceed 
with  the  plan  of  implementation,  which  will  allow  for  compliance  with  established  numeric 
criteria  and  associated  water  quality  standards.  Arizona  also  supports  funding  about  $2,300,000 
for  the  Yuma  Desalting  Plant  Operation. 

Arizona  would  appreciate  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  continuing  its  commitment  to  the 
conservation  of  endangered  species  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  region.  Arizona  urges 
continued  appropriations  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  participation  in  the  Lake  Mohave 
Native  Fish  Work  Group  activities  ($600,000),  and  other  activities  within  Arizona  for  a  total 
commitment  of  about  $3,000,000.  This  figure  does  not  include  Endangered  Species  Act  and 
other  environmental  programs  funded  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

Arizona  requests  continued  appropriations  for  Bureau-wide  funding  ($1.5  million)  of  endangered 
species  programs  made  available  through  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation,  particularly 
the  cost-share  funding  of  "interim  conservation  measures"  under  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Multi-Species  Conservation  Program  (MSCP). 

Arizona  is  pleased  to  note  that  the  current  MSCP  effort  is  an  excellent  example  of  a  cooperative 
endangered  species  effort,  formalized  in  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  involving  the  States  of 
Arizona,  CaUfomia,  and  Nevada,  Lower  Colorado  River  Indian  Tribes,  and  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  National  Park  Service,  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management.  The  state-initiated  MSCP  is  the  direct  result  of  the  1994  basm-wide  critical  habitat 
designation  for  four  listed  endangered  fishes  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Because 
of  its  extensive  responsibility  for  operation  of  the  facilities  on  the  River  and  the  Secretary's 
authority  to  contract  for  uses  of  that  supply,  it  is  essential  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  be  a 
major  participant  in  the  continued  development  of  the  MSCP. 

We  are  also  requesting  approximately  $7,000,000  in  federal  funding  for  the  Southern  Arizona 
Water  Rights  Settlement  Act.  This  fimding  will  help  the  Tohono  O'Odham  Nation  to  take  and 
use  their  CAP  water.  This  funding  will  be  used  for  bank  stabilization  of  existing  farms  at  San 
Xavier  and  to  pay  for  delivery  and  distribution  systems  for  new  farms  at  Schuk  Toak. 

Our  state's  economic  success  and  future  prosperity  are  tied  to  the  availability  of  water  and  the 
success  of  federal  reclamation  and  water  resources  projects  that  this  subcommittee  has  been  so 
helpful  in  funding.  These  are  massive  projects  that  have  altered  the  landscape  and  stimulated 
economic  development  in  our  state.  Many  of  these  projects  are  now  nearing  completion  and  we 
are  looking  more  to  fine  tune  the  projects  to  address  impacts  resulting  from  redirecting  and 
channelizing  our  water  resources  to  promote  economic  growth. 

For  example,  the  City  of  Phoenix  and  the  surrounding  communities  that  participate  in  our  Sub 
Regional  Operations  Group  (SROG)  are  currently  working  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to 
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he^  restore  a  nine  mile  segment  of  the  bed  of  the  Salt  River  in  the  southwestern  comer  of  the 
City.  This  project,  called  the  Tres  Rios  Demonstration  Project,  is  fully  authorized  and  ready 
to  move  forward.  It  is  a  50/50  match  program  where  local  sponsors  will  match  half  of  the 
federal  funding.  We  ask  a  minimum  $500,000  of  federal  funding,  which  wiU  allow  continuation 
of  the  demonstration  project.  We  would  also  support  an  additional  $500,000  that  would  allow 
Phoenix  to  begin  preparation  for  construction  of  the  fiill  scale  project.  In  addition,  we  request 
$1 ,000,000  of  Reclamation  funding  for  the  Phoenix  Wastewater  Reuse  Program.  This  is  a  25  % 
federal  and  75%  local  cost  sharing  program  under  Title  16  of  Public  Law  102-575.  Local 
sponsors  are  willing  to  provide  $3,000,000. 

CORPS  OF  ENGD^EERS  PROJECTS 

In  addition  to  the  activities  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Arizona  has  several  ongoing  Corps 
of  Engineers'  projects.  Arizona  hopes  that  adequate  funding  is  appropriated  for  continued 
construction  of  the  Clifton  and  Rillito  River  flood  control  projects  and  a  new  construction  start 
for  the  Tucson  Drainage  project.  In  addition,  a  1994  study  by  the  Corps  recommended  the 
creation  of  a  statewide  flood  warning  system.  We  request  that  fiinds  be  designated  in  the  Coips' 
budget  for  this  purpose. 

In  recent  years,  Arizona  has  experienced  many  devastating  floods.  It  is  clearly  important  for 
us  to  continue  to  have  an  active  flood  control  program  in  the  state.  The  projects  underway  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  will  add  significantly  to  our  flood  control  capability.  It  is  critical  that 
the  United  States  continue  funding  these  essential  projects. 

In  addition  to  the  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  activities  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
general  investigation  studies  must  also  continue  to  be  funded.  Studies  necessary  to  be  funded 
include  the  Alamo  Lake  study,  the  Rio  Salado  study,  the  North  Scottsdale  Drainage  Area  Study, 
Tortolita  Drainage  Area  study,  the  Rio  De  Flag  study  and  the  Santa  Cruz  Basin  study. 

In  cooperation  with  the  City  of  Tempe,  Phoenix  is  pursuing  a  long-term  restoration  of  the  Salt 
River  basin  near  downtown  Phoenix  and  Tempe.  The  Rio  Salado  project  is  currently  in  the 
feasibility  phase  and  requires  an  additional  $500,000  to  keq)  the  project  on  schedule  in  time  to 
have  a  completed  feasibility  study  by  the  spring  of  1998.  To  assist  in  the  completion  of  the 
feasibility  study,  we  request  that  the  Committee  appropriate  $1,500,000  under  the  Corps' 
Research  and  Development  program.  These  funds  will  allow  for  the  evaluation  of  wetlands 
creation  technology  adjacent  to  Sky  Harbor  Airport  in  order  to  demonstrate  the  City's  ability  to 
regenerate  wetlands  in  an  arid  environment  in  a  way  that  minimizes  adverse  impact  on  airport 
operations. 

In  summary,  the  State  urges  this  Subconunittee's  continued  support  for  funding  for  water-related 
projects  in  Arizona.  The  Central  Arizona  Project  with  related  safety  of  dams  and  Indian  water 
distribution  system  needs  is  at  the  top  of  the  State's  list  with  a  total  request  of  about 
$87,000,000.  Additionally,  the  budget  for  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project 
must  be  continued.  The  Corps  of  Engineers'  budget  is  also  necessary  for  continued  flood 
control  activities  in  the  state  with  an  additional  request  of  funding  for  six  needed  studies. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  these  very  important  matters. 

S 
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Mr.  Chairman: 

My  name  is  William  Schrader.  I  am  President  of  Salt  River  Project  (SRP) 
located  in  Tempe,  Arizona.  SRP  comprises  both  the  Salt  River  Project  Agricultural 
Improvement  and  Power  District  and  the  Salt  River  Valley  Water  Users' 
Association  .  I  am  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  submit  this  testimony  on 
SRFs  behalf. 

At  the  outset,  I  would  like  to  acknowledge  the  significant  contribution  and 
leadership  that  has  been  provided  for  this  Committee  by  Chairman  John  Myers  and 
Ranking  Minority  Member  Congressman  Tom  Bevill.  Your  support  for  these  vital 
programs  through  the  years  has  assured  Arizonans  a  safe  and  quality  water  supply 
and  has  enhanced  the  quality  of  life  for  generations  of  Arizonans  to  come.  We 
appreciate  and  thank  you  for  your  outstanding  public  service. 

Founded  in  1903,  SRP  is  the  oldest  multi-purpose  reclamation  project  in  the 
United  States.  It  is  the  nation's  third-largest  public  power  utility  and  Arizona's 
largest  water  supplier.  SRP  is  proud  of  its  role  in  contributing  to  central  Arizona's 
robust  economy  and  its  outstanding  quality  of  life. 

Many  of  the  programs,  projects,  and  activities  within  this  subcommittee's 
jurisdiction  directly  affect  SRP,  its  water  and  power  customers,  and  the  State  of 
Arizona. 

Through  the  years,  this  subcommittee  has  helped  guide  the  wise  and  safe 
development  of  our  nation's  water  and  power  resources,  including  those  located  - 
like  SRFs  —  in  arid  regions  of  the  West 
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Your  vision  and  support  have  made  possible  many  initiatives  to  create  a 
habitable  and  prosperous  desert  Southwest  This  subcommittee  has  been  a  key 
partner  in  the  development  of  our  region,  and  we  thank  you  for  your  efforts  and 
congratulate  you  on  your  accomplishments. 

At  SRP,  we  are  keenly  aware  of  the  historic  budgetary  decisions  confronting 
this  Congress,  and  also  of  the  pressing  time  constraints  imposed  upon  your  actions. 
As  a  result,  I  will  restrict  my  testimony  to  the  issues  most  critical  to  SRP,  and 
respectfully  seek  your  favorable  consideration  of  each. 

Safety  of  Dams 

Of  principal  interest  to  SRP  at  this  time  is  the  appropriation  for  fiscal  year 
1997  for  certain  Safety  of  Dams  projects  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

The  six  reservoirs  within  the  SRP  water  supply  and  delivery  system  are 
maintained  not  only  to  furnish  water,  but  also  to  realize  conservation,  hydroelectric 
power,  recreational  value,  and  flood  control. 

As  evidenced  in  1995  by  devastating  floods  in  California  and  severe  floods 
in  Arizona,  particularly  in  the  Verde  River  Valley,  the  need  for  improved  flood 
control  and  sound  dam  construction  along  America's  urban  water  ways  is 
imperative. 

One  way  this  goal  is  being  realized  is  through  the  work  of  the  Reclamation 
Safety  of  Dams  Act  As  authorized  by  the  1984  amendments  to  this  Act,  four  of  the 
six  dams  on  the  SRP  system  have  undergone,  or  are  now  undergoing,  modifications 
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to  strengthen  the  structures  and,  in  some  cases,  improve  their  capacity  to  control 
floods. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  that  modifications  on  two  of  the  four  dams  on  SKPs 
system  are  substantially  complete.  All  modifications  to  Stewart  Mountain  Dam  on 
the  Salt  River  were  completed  in  April  1992,  and  structural  modifications  to 
Horseshoe  Dam  on  the  Verde  River  were  completed  in  January,  1995. 

The  projects  for  which  I  seek  appropriations  today  ~  Bartlett  Dam  and 
Theodore  Roosevelt  Dam  —  are  nearing  completion  after  several  years  of 
construction.    The  rededication  of  Roosevelt  Dam  is  scheduled  for  April  12,  1996. 
The  modifications  will  substantially  enhance  the  structural  integrity  of  dams 
located  on  the  SRP  system.  They  will  improve  the  physical  security  of  the  people, 
property,  and  natural  resources  of  the  Phoenix  metropolitan  area,  as  well  as  help 
ensure  a  safe  and  reliable  surface  water  supply  for  the  Valley  of  the  Sun  for 
generations  to  come.  In  the  absence  of  the  President's  FY97  budget  request,  SRP 
supports  an  appropriation  of  up  to  $15,500,000  for  a  continuation  of  Plan  6 
activities.  Funding  at  these  levels  should  be  sufficient  to  allow  the  Safety  of  Dams 
construction  work  to  proceed  on  schedule.  SRP  will  continue  to  meet  its  cost- 
sharing  commitment  made  pursuant  to  the  Safety  of  Dams  Act. 

Indian  Water  Rights  Settlements 

Timely  settlement  of  Arizona  Indian  water  rights  claims  is  crucial.  Arizona's 
water  planning  processes  and  its  economic  development  will  be  undermined  by 
uncertainty  until  Indian  water  rights  claims  are  finally  settled.    The  economic 
strength  and  stability  of  Arizona,  and  every  other  state,  are  fundamental  to  the 
prosperity  of  this  nation.  SRP  continues  to  work  closely  and  cooperatively  with 
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several  tribes,  the  State  of  Arizona  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  toward 
acceptable  settlements.  The  Department  should  be  encouraged  to  continue  its 
leadership  role  in  moving  pending  negotiations  toward  completion.  Accordingly, 
SRP  requests  that  the  subcommittee  recommend  sufficient  appropriations  to 
achieve  these  objectives  through  the  Indian  Water  Rights  Program  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation. 

SRP  also  wishes  to  express  its  continued  support  for  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  (CAP).  Arizonans  understand  that  the  CAP  represents  an  important  link  to 
the  state's  future.  Water  is  a  scarce  and  precious  resource  in  Arizona's  desert 
climate,  and  the  CAP  could  help  realize  the  state's  hopes  for  economic  security  and 
the  preservation  of  our  unique  quality  of  life. 

Navajo  Generating  Station 

SRP  is  pleased  to  report  that  construction  on  the  Navajo  Generating  Station's 
(NGS)  sulfur  dioxide  scrubber  project  is  proceeding  on  schedule  and  according  to 
budget. 

Four  utilities  and  the  Federal  government  —  through  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  —  have  interests  in  NGS,  which  is  located  in  Arizona  on  the  Navajo 
Nation  near  the  city  of  Page.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  owns  a  24  percent  share  of 
the  plant.  SRP  serves  as  plant  manager. 

To  meet  clean  air  standards  and  promote  increased  visibility  at  the  Grand 
Canyon  National  Park,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  the  State  of  Arizona,  SRP,  and  the  Grand  Canyon  Trust  agreed  in  1991  that 
sulfur  dioxide  scrubbers  would  be  installed  at  NGS. 


2208 


SRP  requests  that,  in  accordance  with  the  Navajo  Project  Participation 
Agreement,  the  subcon\mittee  recommend  $26,000,000,  the  full  amount  of  the 
Federal  government's  share  of  NGS  capital  improvements.     These  funds  will 
provide  for  the  cost  of  installing  the  scrubbers  and  other  necessary  capital  additions 
to  NGS  and  associated  transmission  systems. 

Coticlusiott 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  conclusion,  SRP  understands  that  the  subcommittee  faces 
serious  budgetary  constraints  in  FY97  and  must  make  hard  choices  in  allocating 
available  resources  among  competing  priorities.  We  have  taken  this  into 
consideration  in  choosing  to  limit  our  testimony  to  just  a  few  important  issues. 

It  bears  emphasis  that  these  are  the  most  critical  appropriations  needs  of  SRP 
at  this  time,  and  that  these  issues  further  national  goals  and  policies  and  merit  your 
favorable  consideration. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  this  testimony. 
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Mr.  Myers.  I  will  be  pleased  to  hear  from  you  now. 

Mr.  Gammage.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers,  Mr.  Bevill,  my  name  is  Grady  Gammage,  Jr.  I  am  the 
president  of  the  Central  Arizona  Water  Conservation  District.  It  is 
indeed  a  pleasure  to  be  here  again  and  to  thank  both  of  you,  as 
everyone  else  has,  for  your  years  of  service  to  this  project. 

I  have  actually  submitted  two  sets  of  written  comments.  The  long 
version  is  five  pages  and  the  abbreviated  version  is  four  pages. 
This  is  evidence  of  the  skillful  editorial  quality  of  our  staff  at  the 
district,  that  they  were  able  to  get  a  page  out  of  it. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  wonder  how  long  it  is  now. 

Mr.  Gammage.  I  am  trying,  going  to  try  and  get  it  even  much 
shorter  than  that.  I  just  want  to  make  a  couple  of  brief  points. 

One  issue  is,  why  are  you  still  needing  to  fund  a  project  that  was 
declared  complete  in  1993?  And  the  answer  is,  it  wasn't  fiilly  de- 
clared complete.  There  are  still  very  significant  things  to  be  done. 

The  three  most  significant  are  the  scrubbers  at  the  Navajo  gener- 
ating station,  which  is  part  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  compliance  to 
clean  up  the  air  around  the  Grand  Canyon  and  in  the  Four  Comers 
region.  That  is  something  that  needs  to  be  funded. 

Two  is  the  regulatory  storage  component  of  the  project,  including 
Tucson  terminal  storage,  which  I  know  you  are  going  to  hear  about 
the  importance  of  to  the  City  of  Tucson,  that  needs  still  to  be  fund- 
ed. 

Three  is  that  there  are  some  serious  construction  defects,  some 
of  which  we  at  the  district  are  now  curing  with  our  own  money,  not 
with  Federal  funds,  but  we  need  Federal  appropriations  to  fix.  For 
example,  the  siphon  switch  was  found  to  be  defective  just  about  the 
time  the  project  was  declared  complete. 

I  want  to  highlight  one  other  thing  that  is  very  important,  in  our 
judgment,  that  needs  funding,  and  that  is  that  while  the  distribu- 
tion systems  necessary  to  deliver  water  from  the  main  CAP  aque- 
duct to  points  of  use  have  largely  been  completed  for  nonlndian 
water  users,  the  construction  of  such  distribution  systems  for  In- 
dian water  users  has  seriously  lagged.  Our  board  and  staff  believe 
that  the  completion  of  those  systems  is  long  overdue,  and  we  very 
strongly  support  Federal  appropriations  necessary  to  complete  the 
CAP  Indian  distribution  systems. 

The  last  point  I  want  to  make  is  to  mention  something  that,  be- 
lieve it  or  not,  we  would  like  you  not  to  fiind.  I  think  this  is  prob- 
ably the  first  time  the  CAP  has  come  and  said,  don't  pay  for  some- 
thing. It  deals  with  an  area  of  environmental  mitigation  issues. 

There  is,  as  Congressman  Kolbe  noted  in  his  testimony,  a  section 
7  jeopardy  opinion  saying  that  the  operation  of  the  CAP  canal  jeop- 
ardizes endangered  species  in  Arizona.  We  strongly  disagree  with 
that  conclusion,  but  we  have  never  really  had  a  forum  in  which  to 
participate  with  that  conclusion,  even  though  we  are  being  asked 
through  the  repayment  process  to  pay  for  the  results  of  that  conclu- 
sion. 

We  would  prefer  that  you  not  fiind  any  work  done  pursuant  to 
that  opinion  until  the  jeopardy  opinion  is  reopened,  and  we  have 
a  chance  to  participate  and  comment. 

In  addition,  there  are  two  areas  in  which  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  recently  informed  us  NEPA — ^Na- 
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tional  Environment  Policy  Act — review  of  some  of  our  operations 
will  be  necessary.  We  disagree  with  that  conclusion  as  well  and  in 
our  testimony  highlight  those  areas  which  we  would  also  request 
that  you  not  fund  at  this  time. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here  and  for  your 
support  for  the  project  over  the  years. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

I  should  remind  you  that  you  have  four  minutes  left.  We  have 
a  very  tight  schedule  so  we  have  to  maintain  it. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  take  a  couple  of  seconds 
here,  you  are  talking  to  the  two  experts  now  on  the  snail  darter 
so  we  can  accommodate  you. 

Mr.  Gammage.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  understand. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Gammage  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  present  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  Central  Arizona  Water 
Conservation  District  in  support  of  appropriations  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

The  Central  Arizona  Project  ("CAP"  or  the  "Project")  is  Arizona's  lifeline,  bringing  vitally 
needed  Colorado  River  water  to  the  thirsty  cities,  farms,  and  Indian  communities  of  central  and 
southern  Arizona.  Construction  of  the  Project  began  in  1973,  with  ground  breaking  for  the  Mark 
Wilmer  Pumping  Plant  on  Lake  Havasu,  near  Parker  Dam.  Now,  more  than  20  years  later, 
construction  is  nearly  complete.  The  vision  of  the  men  and  women  who  worked  so  tirelessly  to 
obtain  congressional  authorization  of  the  Project,  and  of  those  who  have  supported  Project 
construction  so  faithfully  over  the  years  since  passage  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act 
in  1968,  is  about  to  be  folly  realized.  These  men  and  women  are  owed  a  great  debt  of  gratitude 
by  this  and  futiu-e  generations  of  Arizonans. 

This  year  marks  the  25th  anniversary  of  the  formation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Water 
Conservation  District  ("CAWCD"),  the  Arizona  governmental  body  formed  to  operate  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  and  repay  its  reimbursable  costs.  It  also  marks  the  50th  anniversary  of  the 
founding  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  Association.  This  alliance  of  civic  and  community 
leaders  helped  lobby  for  and  win  congressional  approval  of  the  Project  and  has  steadfastly 
supported  the  Project  and  its  funding  over  the  years.  This  year  will  also  record  the  completion 
of  30  years  of  service  in  the  House  by  Representative  John  Myers,  Chairman  and  formerly 
Ranking  Minority  Member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development  of  the  House 
Appropriations  Committee,  and  the  completion  of  30  years  of  service  in  the  House  by 
Representative  Tom  Bevill,  Ranking  Minority  Member  and  formerly  Chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development  of  the  House  Appropriations  Committee.  Both 
are  staunch  supporters  and  loyal  friends  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  We  wish  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  express  our  deepest  gratitude  for  their  continued  support  of  CAP. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  certain  key  exceptions,  we  ask  that  Congress  fully  fiind  the 
construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  activities  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
will  seek  appropriations  for  when  the  Administration  submits  its  Fiscal  Year  1997  Budget.  The 
exceptions  are  as  follows:  (1)  we  ask  you  to  prohibit  Bureau  expenditures  in  support  of  the  1994 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  biological  opinion  on  CAP  operation  until  the  Bureau  and  the  Service 
complete  reconsultation  on  the  significant  new  information  we  have  provided  them;  (2)  we  ask 
you  to  prohibit  Bureau  expenditures  related  to  preparing  a  comprehensive  biological  assessment 
of  all  uses  of  CAP  water  in  the  Tucson  area,  as  demanded  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service;  and 
(3)  we  ask  you  to  prohibit  further  Bureau  activities  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
related  to  proposed  transfers  of  CAP  water  service  subcontracts  between  non-Indian  CAP  water 
users. 

The  balance  of  my  testimony  will  elaborate  on  these  three  issues  and  one  other  major  area 
of  concern.  Despite  these  concerns,  we  have  much  to  be  thankful  for,  in  particular  our  friends 
here  and  at  home  who  have  made  the  dream  of  the  Project  a  reality.  We  also  have  much  to  be 
proud  of.  The  backbone  of  the  Project's  water  delivery  system  is  finished.  The  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  declared  the  CAP  aqueduct  system  complete  in  October,  1993.  The  Project's 
regulatory  storage  division,  consisting  of  New  Waddell  and  Modified  Roosevelt  Dams,  is 

1 


2213 


expected  to  be  declared  complete  later  this  year.  When  water  deliveries  began  in  1985,  they 
totalled  about  12,000  acre-feet.  Last  year  the  Project  delivered  almost  1  million  acre-feet  of 
Colorado  River  water,  two-thirds  of  the  Project's  average  annual  water  supply. 

Little  remains  to  be  constructed,  but  what  remains  caimot  be  left  imfmished.  The  essential 
work  includes  the  completion  of  sulfur  dioxide  scrubbers  at  the  Navajo  Generating  Station  at 
Page,  Arizona,  the  principal  source  of  power  for  pumping  CAP  water.  These  pollution  control 
facilities  are  being  installed  under  the  Qean  Air  Act  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  visibility  in 
Grand  Canyon  National  Park.  Some  work  also  remains  on  the  regulatory  storage  division  of  the 
Project.  Also  to  be  finished  are  the  distribution  works  necessary  to  carry  CAP  water  from  the 
main  aqueduct  system  to  Indian  beneficiaries  of  the  Project.  A  number  of  construction 
deficiencies  must  also  be  conected  in  order  to  assure  that  reliable  water  deliveries  can  continue 
to  be  made  to  aU  Project  water  users.  CAWCD  supports  the  appropriations  necessary  to  correct 
these  deficiencies  and  to  bring  the  Project  fully  to  completion. 

CAWCD  began  repaying  its  share  of  the  Project's  construction  costs  in  1993.  To  date, 
CAWCD  has  repaid  about  $140  million  in  Project  construction  costs  through  the  use  of  its 
property  taxes,  water  service  charges,  and  power  sales  revenues  pledged  to  repayment.  In 
addition,  CAWCD  has  contributed  $175  million  of  its  taxpayer-funded  reserves  toward  up-front 
funding  of  Project  construction  costs.  CAWCD  became  responsible  for  operating  and 
maintaining  the  Project  aqueduct  system  in  1993,  and  has  hired  and  trained  a  staff  of  400  skilled 
workers  to  do  that  job.  This  year  and  next,  in  addition  to  its  ordinary  operation  and  maintenance 
expenses,  CAWCD  will  advance  more  than  $27  million  of  its  taxpayer  reserves  to  replace  and 
repair  large  underground  siphons  which  are  part  of  the  CAP  aqueduct  system.  Unforttmately,  just 
before  the  Bureau  declared  the  CAP  aqueduct  system  complete,  it  found  these  Project  features 
to  be  in  a  hopeless  state  of  deterioration.  The  fact  that  they  must  now  be  repaired  or  replaced 
at  substantial  additional  cost  remains  a  major  source  of  dispute  between  CAWCD  and  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation. 

The  distribution  systems  necessary  to  deliver  water  from  the  main  CAP  aqueduct  system 
to  points  of  use  have  largely  been  completed  for  non-Indian  water  users.  However,  the 
construction  of  Indian  distribution  systems  has  seriously  lagged.  Ten  Arizona  Indian  tribes  have 
contracted  directly  with  the  United  States  for  delivery  of  CAP  water,  and  yet  only  one,  the  Ak- 
Qiin  Indian  Community,  is  actually  receiving  Project  water.  CAWCD  believes  that  completion 
of  Indian  distribution  systems  is  long  overdue.  We  have  been  told  by  Reclamation  that  such 
construction  can  be  completed  within  the  existing  limits  on  CAP  appropriations.  Arizona's 
Native  Americans  deserve  to  receive  delivery  of  their  share  of  Project  water.  We  therefore  fully 
support  federal  appropriations  necessary  to  complete  CAP  Indian  distribution  systems. 

The  significant  accomplishments  of  the  last  several  years  and  the  fact  that  the  Project  is 
nearly  complete  are  sources  of  pride  for  CAWCD,  its  staff,  and  its  governing  Board.  However, 
four  significant  problems  have  arisen  and  remain  imresolved. 

1.  Last  year,  I  reported  that  CAWCD  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  had  reached  an 
agreement  in  concept  to  resolve  all  significant  disputes  regarding  Project  costs  and  construction 
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deficiencies.  I  outlined  that  agreement  in  my  testimony  of  April  3,  1995,  and  told  you  that  the 
parties  were  jointly  engaged  in  drafting  a  document  to  embody  that  agreement.  CA  WCD  worked 
diligently  and  in  good  faith  with  the  Bureau  for  over  18  months  in  an  effort  to  do  just  that.  I 
am  sorry  to  report,  however,  that  our  efforts  were  fruitless.  In  June  1 995,  on  the  eve  of  signing 
an  agreement  in  principle  with  CAWCD,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  decided  not  to  attend  the 
signing  ceremony,  and  later  advised  us  that  he  would  not  execute  the  agreement  as  drafted.  We 
had  no  choice  but  to  file  a  lawsuit  against  the  United  States  in  July,  1995  in  an  effort  to  resolve 
the  matters  in  dispute.  The  United  States  subsequently  filed  suit  as  well,  and  deliberately 
expanded  the  issues  in  litigation. 

The  major  issues  in  dispute  include  the  following: 

(a)  The  amount  of  CAWCD's  construction  cost  repayment  obligation  for  the  CAP 
water  supply  system  and  regulatory  storage  is  disputed.  CAWCD  contends  that 
this  obligation  cannot  exceed  $1,781  billion  under  CAWCD's  Repayment  Contract 
with  the  United  States.  In  the  lawsuit,  the  United  States  claims  that  the 
contractual  limit  on  CAWCD's  repayment  obligation  is  $2.0  billion.  However, 
the  actual  bills  the  United  States  has  sent  to  CAWCD  for  CAP  construction  costs 
are  based  on  an  estimated  repayment  obligation  in  excess  of  $2.2  billion. 
Incredibly,  CAWCD  is  being  billed  by  the  Bureau  for  more  than  the  United  States 
reasonably  believes  it  can  claim  in  its  own  complaint. 

(b)  The  amount  of  the  United  States'  obligation  for  the  annual  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  ("OM&R")  costs  of  the  Project  is  also  in  dispute.  The  United 
States  has  acquired  or  reserved  for  federal  purposes  about  43%  of  the  Project's 
water  supply,  but  is  paying  less  than  8%  of  the  Project's  annual  OM&R  costs, 
refuses  to  pay  more,  and  argues  that  it  should  pay  even  less. 

(c)  The  United  States'  responsibility  to  correct  construction  defects  and  deficiencies 
is  at  issue.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  was  responsible  for  constructing  the 
Project,  and  remains  resjxDnsible  for  completing  unfinished  Project  features.  When 
the  Bureau  declared  the  Project's  water  supply  system  complete  in  1993,  however, 
it  presented  CAWCD  with  a  lengthy  list  of  construction  deficiencies.  The  Bureau 
pledged  to  correct  these  deficiencies.  Now,  because  the  Bureau  has  exceeded  the 
contractual  limit  on  CAWCD's  construction  cost  repayment  obligation,  the  Bureau 
refuses  to  correct  the  deficiencies  and  insists  that  they  are  CAWCD's 
responsibility. 

(d)  Under  long  standing  Reclamation  law,  f)olicy,  and  practice,  revenues  from  the  sale 
of  project  power  have  been  used  to  assist  in  repaying  project  construction  costs. 
This  is  also  provided  for  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act,  the  CAP 
authorizing  legislation.  In  addition,  when  Congress  enacted  the  Hoover  Power 
Plant  Act  of  1984,  it  provided  for  the  creation  of  certain  revenues  from  the  sale 
of  power  from  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  and  the  sale  of  surplus  power  from  the 
Navajo  Generating  Station  and  dedicated  those  revenues  to  the  payment  of  CAP 
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construction  costs  and  the  repayment  of  CAWCD's  construction  cost  repayment 
obligation.  CAWCD's  1988  Repayment  Contract  with  the  United  States  also 
requires  that  these  revenues  be  applied  by  the  United  States  against  CAWCD's 
repayment  obligation.  Despite  these  provisions  of  law  and  contract  and  its  own 
historic  practices,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  refuses  to  apply  these  revenues  to 
repayment  as  intended,  and  has  instead  diverted  them  to  other  purposes. 

We  cannot  predict  when  the  litigation  concerning  these  matters  will  be  resolved,  or  its  outcome. 

2.  Another  problem  that  has  not  yet  become  the  subject  of  litigation  concerns  the 
extent  of  CAWCD's  responsibility  for  mitigating  the  perceived  effects  of  CAP  water  deliveries 
on  endangered  species.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recently  concluded  that  the  operation  of 
the  CAP  "jeopardizes"  endangered  native  fish  in  the  Gila  River  Basin.  The  jeopardy  opinion  is 
premised  on  the  far-fetched  theory  that  non-native  fish  will  escape  from  the  CAP  aqueduct 
system,  migrate  many  miles  upstream  over  dry  river  beds,  surmount  major  dams  and  other 
obstacles  in  their  path,  and  eventxially  make  their  way  to  the  habitat  of  native  fish  located  far 
.from  the  CAP  service  area.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  other  game  management  agencies 
have  for  many  years  intentionally  stocked  millions  of  these  same  non-native  fish  in  the  very 
streams  and  reservoirs  where  the  native  fish  live,  seriously  damaging  the  habitat  of  the  native  fidi 
and  depleting  their  numbers.  The  jeopardy  opinion  totally  ignores  the  impact  of  these  earlier, 
detrimental  actions,  and  instead  attempts  to  attribute  the  endangerment  of  the  remaining  native 
fish  to  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

The  jeopardy  opinion  is  totally  illogical,  contrary  to  the  Service's  earlier  actions,  and 
imsupported  by  the  facts.  Despite  this,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  insists  that  CAWCD,  its 
taxpayers,  and  its  water  users  must  incur  millions  of  dollars  in  additional  costs  to  mitigate  the 
imagined  impacts  of  CAP  water  deliveries  on  native  fish.  These  costs  include  payments  of 
$500,0(X)  a  year  each  year  for  25  years  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  finance  the  Service's 
favorite  native  fish  research  and  recovery  projects.  The  current  plan  calls  for  this  money  to  be 
obtained  initially  from  CAP  appropriations  and  transferred  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  the 
Rsh  and  Wildlife  Service. 

CAWCD  was  not  permitted  to  participate  in  the  consultations  between  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  that  led  to  this  jeopardy  opinion,  but  will  end  tip 
paying  most  of  the  bill  if  it  is  implemented.  CAWCD  has  submitted  a  detailed  report  to  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  which  provides  significant  scientific 
information  ignored  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  refuting  the  conclusions  of  the  jeopardy 
opinion.  CAWCD  has  asked  that  its  report  be  considered  and  that  the  jeopardy  finding  be 
withdrawn.  So  far,  CAWCD's  request  has  been  ignored.  CAWCD  supports  appropriations  to 
complete  the  Project,  but  requests  that  none  of  these  appropriations  be  permitted  to  be  spent  to 
implement  the  actions  required  by  this  biological  opinion  unless  and  until  consultations  between 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  are  reopened,  the  jeopardy 
conclusion  is  withdrawn,  and  the  biological  opinion  is  seriously  reconsidered  in  light  of  the 
information  contained  in  CAWCD's  report. 


2216 


3.  A  similar  problem  has  arisen  with  respect  to  proposed  water  deliveries  to  the 
Tucson  area.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  announced  his  allocations  of  CAP  water  in  1983  after 
a  lengthy  and  involved  environmental  process.  CAWCD  began  entering  into  water  service 
subcontracts  with  water  users  shortly  thereafter.  Now,  over  ten  years  have  passed,  construction 
of  the  aqueduct  system  is  complete,  and  many  entities,  including  the  City  of  Tucson,  have  entered 
into  water  service  subcontracts  and  made  enormous  investments  in  facilities  to  treat  and  distribute 
CAP  water.  Some  also  plan  to  recharge  a  portion  of  their  CAP  water  supplies  to  replenish 
groundwater  supplies  and  store  additional  water  for  future  use.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
recently  announced  that  it  must  review  all  uses  of  CAP  water  in  the  Santa  Cruz  River  Basin  near 
Tucson  for  compliance  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  even  if  those  uses  involve  wholly  local 
decisions,  are  not  funded  by  the  federal  government,  and  do  not  require  federal  permits.  In 
preparation  for  this  review,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  asked  the  Biu-eau  of  Reclamation 
to  prepare  a  comprehensive  biological  assessment  of  all  proposed  uses  of  CAP  water  in  the 
Tucson  area.  This  unwarranted  intrusion  into  local  water  management  decisions  is  intolerable. 
We  ask  that  no  money  appropriated  for  the  CAP  be  permitted  to  be  spent  to  further  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service's  request  for  this  biological  assessment  or  for  additional  review  of  the  effects 
of  CAP  water  use  in  the  Santa  Cruz  River  Basin. 

4.  Finally,  CAWCD  must  express  its  concern  regarding  the  recently  aimounced 
decision  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  require  review  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  of  transfers  of  CAP  water  service  subcontracts  from  one  non-Indian  water  user  to  another. 
These  transfers  will  occur,  for  the  most  part,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  CAWCD's  business,  have 
never  been  a  problem  for  the  Bureau  before,  and  are  essential  to  rational  water  management. 
They  involve  entirely  local  water  management  decisions  and  entirely  local  economic 
considerations.  They  must  continue  to  occur  in  a  timely  manner,  and  without  large  external 
costs.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  reviewed  the  environmental  impact  of  its  original  CAP  water 
allocations  and  contracting  decisions  extensively.  There  is  no  rational  basis  for  further 
enviroiunental  review  of  CAP  water  use  in  Arizona.  We  ask  that  any  appropriations  for  Bureau 
environmental  work  prohibit  the  use  of  such  appropriations  for  further  environmental  review  of 
CAP  water  use  in  Arizona  and  make  clear  that  such  review  is  not  required. 

While  these  and  other  issues  continue  to  confront  us,  we  are  confident  that  they  will  be 
resolved.  We  are  admittedly  frustrated  by  the  continuing  deterioration  of  our  relationship  with 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  We  want  to  resolve  our  disputes 
with  the  Bureau  regarding  Project  costs.  We  thought  we  had  done  so  at  the  time  of  our  visit  here 
a  year  ago.  We  want  to  get  on  with  the  business  of  delivering  Colorado  River  water  to  Arizona 
water  users  —  the  purpose  for  which  the  Project  was  authorized  and  constructed.  Unfortunately, 
the  Bureau  continues  to  demand  that  we  pay  more  than  what  we  agreed  to  pay  in  Project  costs 
while  at  the  same  time  interfering  with  our  efforts  to  deliver  ftoject  water.  Nevertheless, 
CAWCD  is  absolutely  committed  to  paying  its  share  of  Project  costs  and  to  abiding  by  the 
decisions  of  the  courts  regarding  the  issues  in  litigation.  We  ask  that  you  continue  to  support 
completion  of  the  Project  with  your  appropriations,  and  we  pledge  to  continue  to  work  with  you 
to  bring  that  goal  to  fruition. 
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Ms.  Thomas.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

My  name  is  Mary  V.  Thomas.  I  am  the  Grovemor  of  the  Gila 
River  Indian  Community,  representing  13,000  enrolled  members 
and  10,000  who  actually  live  on  the  Reservation.  We  have  a  farm- 
ing project  which  is — we  are  a  model  for  Indian  country  as  well  as 
the  country  itself. 

In  regards  to  the  funding  for  our  endeavors,  we  urge  you  to  sup- 
port our  requests  that  we  are  about  to  propose  through  our  written 
testimony,  which  we  have  provided  for  the  record. 

The  community  now  receives  Central  Arizona  Project  funding 
which  will  establish  a  water  delivery  system  on  our  Reservation 
through  a  self-governance  designation.  Our  tribe  is  probably  one  of 
the  first  to  take  such  an  endeavor  to  work  with  the  Bureau  of  Rec- 
lamation on  this  project. 

We  are  requesting  $30.6  million  for  next  year  for  1997.  I  believe 
we  are  on  the  verge  of  constructing  a  major  delivery  system  for  our 
tribe. 

Funding  must  continue  so  that  the  CAP  features  on  the  Reserva- 
tion may  be  completed.  It  has  never  been  funded  fiiUy.  In  fact,  we 
have  no  system  at  all.  So  we  are  doing  that  because  we  are  the 
largest  contractor  of  the  CAP  allocations  as  an  Indian  tribe. 

The  community  IDD  features  have  not  been  fully  funded,  as  I 
said,  in  the  past  years.  The  community  will  complete  the  CAP  fea- 
tures on  the  Reservation  through  the  annual  funding  agreement, 
which  we  go  through  every  year.  We  just  finished  one  and,  in  fact, 
it  was — ^became  effective  last  month.  So  we  are  on  the  verge  of 
some  very,  very  major  projects  and  will  be  a  shining  example  of  co- 
operation. 

I  would  like  to  personally  thank  the  CAWCD  board  for  coming 
out  to  visit,  for  Mr.  Gammage  and  Pete  Wilson  and  for  giving  us 
the  opportunity  to  provide  testimony  on  behalf  of  our  tribe  along 
with  them.  So  thank  you  very  much  for  listening  to  me. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Thomas  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  GOVERNOR  MARY  V.  THOMAS 

OF  THE  GILA  RIVER  INDIAN  COMMUNITY 

TO  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVE'S 

APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE  ON  WATER  AND  ENERGY 

REGARDING  THE  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION'S  CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

AND  INDLVN  DISTRIBUTION  DIVISION 

WASHINGTON,  D.C. 

March  6,  1996 

L  INTRODUCTION 

My  name  is  Mary  V.  Thomas,  the  Governor  of  the  Gila  River  Indian  Community 
(the  "Community").  On  behalf  of  the  Pimas  and  Maricopas  of  the  Community,  I  first  express  my 
appreciation  to  the  Chairman  and  members  of  this  Committee,  for  the  opportunity  to  express  our 
views  regarding  appropriations  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  (the  "CAP")  and  specifically  for 
the  Community. 

The  Community's  Reservation  is  located  immediately  south  of  the  greater 
Phoenix  Metropolitan  area  and  contains  approximately  373,  000  acres    Our  membership  exceeds 
13,000  and  approximately  8,000  members  live  on  our  Reservation.  We  contend  that 
approximately  266,000  acres  of  Reservation  is  capable  of  being  irrigated    The  Community  has 
entered  into  a  water  delivery  contract  and  has  been  allocated  173,  100  acre  feet  of  CAP  water 
each  year. 

From  time  immemorial  Pimas  and  Maricopas  have  farmed  the  Gila  River  Valley 
and  when  American  sovereignty  was  imposed  we  assisted  the  initial  groups  of  non-Indians  who 
traveled  through  central  Arizona  and  lived  peaceftilly  with  those  non-Indians  who  settled  along 
the  Gila  River.  In  fact,  the  canal  system  laid  out  by  Pimas  and  Maricopas  is  still  in  operation  not 
only  on  our  Reservation  but  the  basic  concept  is  utilized  by  the  residents  of  the  Phoenix  and 
surrounding  towns  and  cities. 

H.        THE  COMMUNITY  NOW  RECEIVES  CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

FUNDING  WHICH  WILL  ESTABLISH  A  WATER  DELIVERY  SYSTEM  ON 
OUR  RESERVATION. 

The  Community  has  been  designated  as  a  Self-Governance  Tribe  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  (the  "DOI")  and  has  entered  into  an  Annual  Funding  Agreement  (the 
"AFA")  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (the  "Reclamation")  which  was  elective  on  Februai^  15, 
1996.  Reclamation  ftmding  will  be  used  to  benefit  the  Reservation  individual  allottee's  and 
landowners  as  well  as  the  Community.  Your  appropriation  efforts  for  FY  1996  for  $8,923  million 
will  finally  be  used  for  the  intended  purpose  of  building  an  irrigation  system  for  the  Community. 
The  AFA  will  enable  the  Community  to  begin  completing  all  of  Reclamation's  activities  under  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act  for  our  Reservation    We  are  committed  to  begin  construction 
of  a  delivery  and  distribution  system  in  FY97.  Based  on  Reclamation  costs  and  a  scheduled  15 
year  project,  the  Community  submitted  a  budget  request  to  Reclamation  for  FY  1997  for  $30.6 
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million  which  will  be  expended  on  engineering  and  construction  supervision,  delivery  and 
distribution  system,  cultural  resource  mitigation,  and  the  Gila  River  Repository  pland  and  design. 
We  note  that  the  funding  level  submitted  to  the  Committee  is  $27  million  for  all  Indian  tribes.  I 
urge  you  to  reconsider  and  add  to  Reclamation's  budget  request. 

III.  FUNDING  MUST  CONTINUE  SO  THAT  CAP  FEATURES  ON  THE 
RESERVATION  MAY  BE  COMPLETED. 

The  Community  has  the  single  largest  water  delivery  contract  for  CAP  water. 
There  needs  to  be  a  commitment  by  the  Committee  and  Reclamation  to  recognize  and  fund  the 
Indian  Distribution  Division    The  success  of  the  CAP  project  is  dependent  on  the  use  of  water. 
The  Community  as  the  single  largest  contractor  for  water  needs  a  delivery  and  distribution  system 
to  deliver  water  to  our  agricultural  lands.  Reclamation  fought  long  and  hard  for  the  $4  billion 
dollar  project  when  Reclamation  employees  were  in  control.  Little  will  be  said  about  funding  for 
the  Community's  CAP-IDD  projects  since  funding  will  pass  through  to  the  Community  as  a  Self- 
Governance  tribe    We  urge  the  Committee  assure  that  funding  is  retained  for  CAP-IDD  within 
the  authorized  ceiling  to  fiilly  fimd  Indian  projects  in  excess  of  $500  million. 

IV.  THE  COMMUNITY  IDD  FEATURES  HAVE  NOT  BEEN  FULLY  FUNDED  IN 
PAST  YEARS. 

CAP  features  on  our  Reservation  have  not  been  fully  funded  in  past  years  because 
of  the  lack  of  commitment  to  complete  the  CAP-IDD  by  past  Reclamation  policy     Non-Indian 
distribution  and  delivery  systems  and  the  mainstem  costs  have  been  fully  funded    Indians  have  not 
been  funded.  However,  the  individual  allottee's  which  I  am  one,  have  a  debt  charged  against  their 
allotment.  My  share  of  the  $1  2  billion  deferred  under  Leavitt  to  my  allotment  would  be 
staggering  and  a  CAP-IDD  system  cannot  get  water  to  my  land  because  it  has  not  been  funded 
and  Reclamation  has  not  wanted  to  construct  the  systems   We  ask  your  help  in  reversing  this 
injustice  and  fully  fund  CAP-IDD  for  the  Indians    It  is  time  that  lower  priority  Reclamation 
activities  not  receive  funding  before  CAP-IDD  projects  are  completed 

V.  THE  COMMUNITY  WILL  COMPLETE  THE  CAP  FEATURES  ON  THE 
RESERVATION  THROUGH  THE  AFA. 

The  Community  received  an  allocation  for  173,100  acre-feet  in  1982,  and  signed  a 
water  delivery  contract  for  that  amount  in  1992.    Reclamation  has  expended  $12-$  14  million  on 
the  Gila  River  Project  -  IDD  to  date.  The  Community  became  a  Self-Governance  Tribe  in  1995, 
and  executed  an  AFA  with  Reclamation  in  1995  and  $8  2  million  was  transferred  to  the 
Community  on  February  22,1996.  The  1995  cost  allocation  for  the  mainstem  of  the  CAP 
delivery  system,  estimated  at  $1  2  billion,  was  allocated  to  Indians  with  Community  having  the 
largest  share  of  that  allocation  that  is  reported  to  you  as  being  deferred  under  the  Leavitt  Act 
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VI.       CAP  EDD  WORKS  ON  THE  RESERVATION  HAVE  NOT  BEEN  BUILT. 

No  CAP-IDD  facilities  have  been  built  on  our  Reservation.    The  Community  built 
the  off-Reservation  Pima  Lateral  Feeder  Canal  from  the  CAP  canal  to  the  SCIIP  delivery  system 
with  CAP-IDD  flinding  and  CAP-IDD  funding  was  appropriated  to  reimburse  Community  for 
Southside  Canal  facilities. 

VH.      RECLAMATION  MUST  COMPLY  WITH  THE  LETTER  AND  SPIRIT  OF  THE 
SELF-GOVERNANCE  ACT. 

The  negotiations  with  Reclamation  regarding  the  AFA  for  CAP-IDD  funding  were 
extremely  difficult  and  time  consuming.  No  doubt  the  recent  amendments  to  the  Act  caused 
difficulty  in  interpretation  and  the  non-Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  AFA  were  somewhat  unique. 
However,  it  was  clear  to  me  that  Reclamation  personnel  at  all  levels  were  not  committed  to 
prompt  implementation  of  the  Self-Governance  amendments.  This  situation  is  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  House  with  the  expectation  that  if  this  lack  of  commitment  continues  that  the 
Congress  schedule  oversight  hearings  to  determine  why  the  Self-Governance  laws  are  not  being 
complied  with  by  Reclamation. 

The  issues  that  concern  us  involve  the  following: 

1.  We  did  not  receive  sufficient  information  regarding  funds  available  for 
administrative  and  contract  support. 

2.  A  basic  problem  regarding  reassumption  provision  may  re-surface. 

3.  We  contend  that  Department-wide  Compacts  are  necessary  for  non-BIA 
Compacts. 

4.  The  APA  negotiation  process  must  be  formalized  to  ensure  that  the  federal 
team  has  sufficient  delegated  responsibilities  so  that  binding  decisions  can 
be  made  to  expedite  the  negotiation  process. 

Vin.    CONCLUSION 

The  position  of  the  Community  is  that  the  CAP  features  are  intended  to  benefit  not 
only  off-Reservation  interests  but  also  the  Community  and  Community  members.  I  urge  that  you 
continue  to  support  funding  for  all  the  features  of  IDD  and  specifically  for  the  Community  works 
which  eventually  will  be  able  to  deliver  sufficient  water  to  support  the  agricultural  interests  of 
Pimas  and  Maricopas. 
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Mr.  Myers.  We  will  have  each  of  you  summarize  about  a  minute 
each. 

Mr.  Miller.  We  will  try. 

My  name  is  Greorge  Miller,  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Tucson.  I  have 
here  Shirley  Scott,  newly  elected  councilwoman  and  Janet  Marcus, 
who  is  also  on  the  council.  That  is  three  out  of  the  seven,  so  we 
are  not  violating  the  open  meeting  law. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  on  behalf  of  the  people  of 
Tucson  and  present  a  summary  of  my  statement  concerning  the  fis- 
cal year  1997  appropriations  for  the  Tucson  terminal  storage  fea- 
ture of  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

The  people  of  Tucson  greatly  appreciate  the  funding  support  your 
committee  has  given  over  the  years  to  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 
Until  the  arrival  of  Colorado  River  water  through  the  CAP  aque- 
duct in  late  1992,  Tucson  was  one  of  the  largest  metropolitan  areas 
in  the  United  States  wholly  dependent  upon  mined  groundwater. 
Because  of  this,  Tucson  has  been  committed  during  the  past  two 
decades  to  a  strong  conservation  ethic  and  has  significantly  re- 
duced its  daily  per  capita  use  of  groundwater. 

Tucson  is  relying  on  the  Central  Arizona  Project  to  provide  a  sus- 
tainable long-term  water  source  to  the  community.  To  prepare  for 
CAP  water,  the  city  invested  nearly  $200  million  in  the  facilities 
required  to  treat  and  distribute  the  water. 

A  crucial  element  of  Tucson's  planning  for  reliance  on  CAP  water 
has  been  delivery  reliability  for  southern  Arizona  through  the  con- 
struction of  a  storage  reservoir  and  related  facilities  as  part  of  the 
project,  a  facility  commonly  known  as  terminal  storage. 

I  am  here  today  to  urge  that  the  Bureau's  ongoing  environmental 
design  and  planning  work  for  terminal  storage  be  continued  so  that 
the  City  can  be  assured  of  CAP  delivery  reliability  when  the  City 
shifts  its  water  supply  from  groundwater  to  CAP  water. 

This  conversion  has  been  a  significant  challenge  for  the  City. 
Change  from  groundwater  to  treated  CAP  water  caused  water 
quality  problems  on  a  scale  that  had  not  been  anticipated.  En- 
crusted materials  in  old  galvanized  steel  pipe  broke  loose,  resulting 
in  the  delivery  of  brown  water  to  approximately  6,000  customers. 
As  a  result  of  this,  we  suspended  the  delivery  of  treated  water;  and 
in  November,  1995,  the  Tucson  voters  adopted  an  initiative,  propo- 
sition 200,  which  prohibits  the  direct  delivery  of  CAP  water  until 
the  quality  of  water  is  the  equivalent  of  the  high  quality  of  ground- 
water in  the  Avra  Valley  just  west  of  Tucson. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mayor,  I  am  sorry.  Your  time  has  expired.  Your  en- 
tire statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Miller.  Right.  I  just  wanted  to  hand  in  one  other  thing,  a 
letter  from  the  ASARCO  mining  company,  which  we  are  beginning 
to  deal  with  in  terms  of  the  use  of  CAP  water. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Miller  follows:] 
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SUMMARY  OF 

MAYOR  MILLER'S  STATEMENT  TO  THE 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 


CHAIRMAN  MYERS,  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE: 

MY  NAME  IS  GEORGE  MILLER,  MAYOR  OF  THE  CITY  OF  TUCSON. 
I  APPRECIATE  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  APPEAR  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE 
PEOPLE  OF  TUCSON,  AND  PRESENT  A  BRIEF  SUMMARY  OF  MY 
STATEMENT  CONCERNING  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 
APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  THE  TUCSON  TERMINAL  STORAGE  FEATURE 
OF  THE  CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT. 

THE  PEOPLE  OF  TUCSON  GREATLY  APPRECIATE  THE  FUNDING 
SUPPORT  YOUR  COMMITTEE  HAS  GIVEN  OVER  THE  YEARS  TO  THE 
CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT.  UNTIL  THE  ARRIVAL  OF  COLORADO 
RIVER  WATER  THROUGH  THE  CAP  AQUEDUCT  IN  LATE  1992, 
TUCSON  WAS  ONE  OF  THE  LARGEST  METROPOLITAN  AREAS  IN 
THE  UNITED  STATES  WHOLLY  DEPENDENT  UPON  MINED 
GROUNDWATER.  BECAUSE  OF  THIS,  TUCSON  HAS  BEEN 
COMMITTED  DURING  THE  PAST  TWO  DECADES  TO  A  STRONG 
CONSERVATION  ETHIC--AND  HAS  SIGNIFICANTLY  REDUCED  ITS 
DAILY  PER  CAPITA  USE  OF  GROUNDWATER. 

TUCSON  IS  RELYING  ON  THE  CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT  TO 
PROVIDE  A  SUSTAINABLE  LONG-TERM  WATER  SOURCE  TO  THE 
COMMUNITY--TO  PREPARE  FOR  CAP  WATER,  THE  CITY  INVESTED 
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NEARLY  $200  MILLION  IN  THE  FACILITIES  REQUIRED  TO  TREAT  AND 
DISTRIBUTE  THE  WATER. 

A  CRUCIAL  ELEMENT  OF  TUCSON'S  PLANNING  FOR  RELIANCE  ON 
CAP  WATER  HAS  BEEN  DELIVERY  RELIABILITY  FOR  SOUTHERN 
ARIZONA  THROUGH  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  A  STORAGE 
RESERVOIR  AND  RELATED  FACILITIES  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT--A 
FACILITY  COMMONLY  KNOWN  AS  TERMINAL  STORAGE. 

I  AM  HERE  TODAY  TO  URGE  THAT  THE  BUREAU'S  ONGOING 
ENVIRONMENTAL,  DESIGN  AND  PLANNING  WORK  FOR  TERMINAL 
STORAGE  BE  CONTINUED--SO  THAT  THE  CITY  CAN  BE  ASSURED  OF 
CAP  DELIVERY  RELIABILITY  WHEN  THE  CITY  SHIFTS  ITS  WATER 
SUPPLY  FROM  GROUNDWATER  TO  CAP  WATER. 

THIS  CONVERSION  HAS  BEEN  A  SIGNIFICANT  CHALLENGE  FOR  THE 
CITY.  THE  CHANGE  FROM  GROUNDWATER  TO  TREATED  CAP 
WATER  CAUSED  WATER  QUALITY  PROBLEMS  ON  A  SCALE  THAT 
HAD  NOT  BEEN  ANTICIPATED.  ENCRUSTED  MATERIALS  IN  OLD 
GALVANIZED  STEEL  PIPE  BROKE  LOOSE  RESULTING  IN  THE 
DELIVERY  OF  BROWN  WATER  TO  APPROXIMATELY  6,000 
CUSTOMERS.  AS  A  RESULT,  THE  CITY  SUSPENDED  DIRECT 
DELIVERIES  OF  TREATED  CAP  WATER  AND,  IN  NOVEMBER  1995 
THE  TUCSON  VOTERS  ADOPTED  AN  INITIATIVE,  PROPOSITION  200, 
WHICH  PROHIBITS  THE  DIRECT  DELIVERY  OF  CAP  WATER  UNTIL 
THE  QUALITY  OF  THE  WATER  IS  THE  EQUIVALENT  OF  THE  HIGH 
QUALITY  GROUNDWATER  IN  THE  AVRA  VALLEY  JUST  WEST  OF 
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TUCSON.  ENHANCED  TREATMENT  WILL  BE  NEEDED  IF  CAP  WATER 
QUALITY  IS  TO  BE  IMPROVED  TO  AVRA  VALLEY  STANDARDS. 

LAST  MONTH  THE  CITY  CONTRACTED  WITH  CONSULTANTS,  AT  A 
COST  OF  APPROXIMATELY  $1  MILLION  TO  ASSIST  IN  THE 
PREPARATION  OF  A  REQUEST  FOR  PROPOSALS  FOR  THE 
CONSTRUCTION  AND  OPERATION  OF  AN  ENHANCED  TREATMENT 
FACILITY  THAT  WOULD  TREAT  CAP  WATER  TO  THE  STANDARDS 
STATED  IN  PROPOSITION  200.  WE  EXPECT  TO  PROMULGATE  THE 
RFP  BY  THE  END  OF  THIS  YEAR,  AND  TO  RECEIVE  PROPOSALS  IN 
THE  FIRST  HALF  OF  1997. 

MEANWHILE  THE  CITY  IS  DEVELOPING  WAYS  TO  CONTINUE  TO 
PURCHASE  CAP  WATER  AND  STORE  IT  FOR  FUTURE  USE.  THE 
MAYOR  AND  COUNCIL  HAVE  BEEN  CLEAR  AND  UNITED  IN 
CONTINUING  THEIR  COMMITMENT  TO  TAKING  SUBSTANTIAL 
QUANTITIES  OF  CAP  WATER  EACH  YEAR.  TUCSON  IS  PLANNING 
TO  RECHARGE  A  SIGNIFICANT  PORTION  OF  ITS  CAP  WATER,  AND 
CONTINUE  TO  PUMP  GROUNDWATER  UNTIL  THE  PROBLEMS 
ASSOCIATED  WITH  DIRECT  DELIVERY  HAVE  BEEN  RESOLVED. 
BECAUSE  THE  DIRECT  DELIVERY  OF  CAP  HAS  BEEN  DELAYED, 
QUESTIONS  HAVE  BEEN  RAISED  CONCERNING  THE  NEED  FOR 
TERMINAL  STORAGE. 

THE  PURPOSE  OF  MY  TESTIMONY  TODAY  IS  TO  ASSURE  YOU  THAT 
TUCSON  PLANS  TO  SOLVE  THE  WATER  QUALITY  PROBLEMS  AND 
TO  RESUME  DIRECT  DELIVERY  OF  CAP  WATER.    TUCSON  NEEDS 
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TERMINAL  STORAGE.  WE  URGE  THAT  THE  BUREAU'S  ONGOING 
ENVIRONMENTAL,  DESIGN  AND  PLANNING  WORK  FOR  TERMINAL 
STORAGE  BE  FUNDED  AT  BETWEEN  $500,000  AND  $  1 ,000,000  FOR 
FISCAL  YEAR  1997  SO  THAT  OUR  CITY  CAN  BE  ASSURED  OF  CAP 
DELIVERY  RELIABILITY  AS  THE  CITY  WORKS  TO  SHIFT  ITS  WATER 
SUPPLY  FROM  GROUNDWATER  TO  CAP  WATER. 
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March  6,  1996 


GEORGE  MILLER,  MAYOR 

CITY  OF  TUCSON 

STATEMENT 

TO  THE 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

The  people  of  Tucson  greatly  appreciate  the  funding  support  your 
Committee  has  given  over  the  years  to  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  A  crucial 
element  of  Tucson's  planning  for  reliance  on  CAP  water  has  been  the  provision  of 
delivery  reliability  for  Southern  Arizona  through  the  construction  of  a  storage 
reservoir  and  related  facilities  as  part  of  the  Project.  This  feature  of  the  Project  is 
commonly  known  as  Terminal  Storage.  In  the  past  two  years,  quality  problems 
with  CAP  water  have  caused  the  City  to  suspend  direct  delivery  of  the  water  to 
customers.  However,  the  City  is  taking  steps  to  resolve  those  problems  and  will 
need  to  resume  direct  deliveries  in  the  near  future. 

I  am  here  today  to  urge  that  the  Bureau's  ongoing  environmental,  design  and 
planning  work  for  Terminal  Storage  be  continued--so  that  the  City  can  be  assured 
of  CAP  delivery  reliability  when  the  City  shifts  its  water  supply  from  groundwater 
to  CAP  water.  We  request  that  the  Bureau's  ongoing  environmental  and  planning 
work  for  Terminal  Storage  be  funded  at  between  $500,000  and  $1,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1997  so  that  our  City  can  be  assured  of  CAP  delivery  reliability  as  the 
City  works  to  shift  its  water  supply  from  groundwater  to  CAP  water. 

Until  the  arrival  of  Colorado  River  water  through  the  CAP  aqueduct  in  late 
1992,  Tucson  was  one  of  the  largest  metropolitan  areas  in  the  United  States 
wholly  dependent  upon  groundwater.  Since  the  early  1900s,  Tucson  has  been 
forced  to  mine  groundwater  -  withdraw  more  groundwater  than  is  naturally 
replenished  to  the  basin  -  to  provide  water  to  its  growing  population.  Recognizing 
the  finite  nature  of  the  groundwater  resource,  Tucson  committed  in  the  1 970's  to 
a  conservation  ethic.  Over  the  years  this  has  resulted  in  significant  reductions  in 
per  capita  groundwater  use.  Nonetheless,  current  demands  for  water  in  this  basin 
exceed  renewable  supplies  by  a  ratio  of  nearly  two  to  one. 

Since  the  1 970s,  Tucson  has  been  a  major  supporter  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  to  import  Colorado  River  to  the  metropolitan  areas  of  the  state.  Tucson 
recognizes  that  CAP  water  will  be  the  most  viable  long-term  water  source  to 
sustain  Tucson's  economic  and  population  growth,  meet  the  Arizona  groundwater 
code  requirements,  and  conserve  and  preserve  the  City's  groundwater  resource  for 
the  future. 

In  1989,  after  a  lengthy  process  of  study  and  public  input,  Tucson  adopted 
a  long  range  Water  Resources  Plan.  As  part  of  that  Plan,  Tucson  made  a  policy 
decision  of  rapid  transition  from  mined  groundwater  to  surface  water,  much  earlier 
than  required  by  Arizona's  Groundwater  Management  Code.  For  the  past  thirteen 
years,  Tucsori  has  been  shifting  its  economic  resources  from  drilling  new  wells  and 
maintaining  the  well  fields,  to  reorienting  the  water  delivery  system,  and  to  the 
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construction  of  a  large  treatment  plant  capable  of  delivering  sufficient  treated  CAP 
water  to  substitute  renewable  water  for  nearly  all  of  the  groundwater  the  City  was 
delivering.  Tucson  invested  nearly  $200  million  in  the  facilities  required  for 
reliance  on  CAP  water. 

Unfortunately,  when  Central  Arizona  Project  water  arrived  in  the  Tucson 
area,  the  interaction  between  treated  surface  water  and  old  galvanized  steel  pipes 
in  some  portions  of  the  city  resulted  in  the  delivery  of  discolored  water  to  seven 
percent  of  our  customers  who  received  the  water.  Although  major  efforts  were 
undertaken  to  correct  the  problem,  progress  was  slow.  Last  November  the  city's 
voters  passed  an  initiative  measure.  Proposition  200,  which  bars  Tucson  Water 
from  making  direct  delivery  of  CAP  water  unless  it  receives  enhanced  treatment 
to  substantially  reduce  the  total  dissolved  solids  in  the  water. 

Consequently,  Tucson  is  planning  to  recharge  a  significant  portion  of  its  CAP 
water,  and  continue  to  pump  groundwater  until  the  problems  associated  with 
direct  delivery  have  been  resolved.  Because  the  direct  delivery  of  CAP  has  been 
delayed,  questions  have  been  raised  concerning  the  need  for  Terminal  Storage. 
The  purpose  of  my  testimony  today  is  to  assure  you  that  Tucson  plans  to  solve  the 
water  quality  problems  and  to  resume  direct  delivery  of  CAP  water.  Tucson  needs 
Terminal  Storage. 

Growth  projections  put  the  Tucson  area's  population  at  1 .2  million  by  2025, 
and  at  2.5  million  100  years  from  now.  Tucson  Water  delivered  more  than 
108,000  acre-feet  of  water  in  1995.  This  area  is  projected  to  need  more  than 
200,000  acre-feet  in  2025,  and  over  400,000  acre-feet  in  the  year  2100.  Tucson 
has  a  potential  service  area  which  includes  most  of  eastern  Pima  County,  north  of 
the  San  Xavier  Indian  Reservation.  Additionally,  along  with  its  own  residents, 
Tucson  serves  other  municipal  and  industrial  providers  in  the  area.  The  City's 
allocation  of  CAP  water  is  148,420  acre  feet,  with  an  additional  25,000  acre  feet 
allocated  to  private  water  companies  and  state  land  in  the  area.  Tucson's  long 
range  plan  indicates  that  this  area's  current  CAP  allocations  will  be  totally  utilized 
by  the  year  2025.  The  plan  calls  for  the  City  to  acquire  additional  CAP  water. 

Tucson  is  and  must  be  committed  to  the  Central  Arizona  Project  to  support 
the  City's  future  growth.  I  assure  this  Committee  that  Tucson's  long-term 
commitment  to  the  CAP  remains  intact,  despite  water  quality  problems 
experienced  by  the  City  when  it  directly  delivered  CAP  water  to  its  customers. 
After  describing  these  problems,  I  will  address  our  support  for  the  proposed 
appropriations  for  the  CAP  for  fiscal  year  1997-including  funding  for  Terminal 
Storage. 

Technical  imolementation  Problems  in  Tucson 

Conversion  of  Tucson  Water's  service  area  population  of  nearly  600,000 
people  from  groundwater  to  surface  water  has  been  a  significant  challenge  for  the 
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City.  In  order  to  comply  with  anticipated  new  stringent  EPA  requirennents,  Tucson 
constructed  a  state  of  the  art  water  treatnnent  plant.  We  operated  a  pilot  plant  in 
Phoenix  to  identify  and  deal  with  the  problems  that  could  be  encountered  when 
CAP  water  was  introduced  in  Tucson.  A  major  public  relations  campaign  was 
implemented  to  prepare  our  customers  for  the  changes  they  might  encounter  when 
CAP  water  arrived.  When  the  first  84,000  customers  were  transferred  from 
groundwater  to  CAP  water  early  this  year.  7%  of  those  customers  experienced 
problems  on  a  scale  that  had  not  been  anticipated.  The  surface  water  caused 
encrusted  materials  in  old  galvanized  steel  pipe  to  break  loose  and  resulted  in  the 
delivery  of  brown  water  to  approximately  6,000  customers.  The  City  established 
a  special  office  to  deal  with  customer  complaints  and  employed  nationally 
recognized  experts  to  help  solve  the  problem.  However,  a  quick  solution  could  not 
be  achieved. 

During  1 994,  the  City  continued  to  deliver  treated  CAP  water  to  a  limited 
number  of  customers  in  areas  with  newer  pipelines.  After  the  CAP  aqueduct  was 
closed  down  in  November  and  December  for  siphon  repair  however,  the  Mayor  and 
Council  decided  that  it  would  not  resume  deliveries  of  treated  CAP  water  to  any 
customers  until  the  water  quality  was  sufficiently  high  that  the  water  could  be 
delivered  to  all  Tucson  Water  customers. 

To  assure  that  direct  delivery  of  CAP  water  would  not  resume  until  the 
quality  of  the  water  improved,  the  voters  of  the  city  enacted  an  initiative  known 
as  Proposition  200  last  November.  It  provides  that  CAP  water  cannot  be  directly 
delivered  to  Tucson  Water  customers  unless  the  quality  is  equivalent  to  high 
quality  groundwater  in  Avra  Valley  west  of  Tucson.  Enhanced  treatment  will  be 
needed  if  CAP  water  quality  is  to  be  improved  to  Avra  Valley  standards. 

Last  month  the  City  contracted  with  consultants,  at  a  cost  of  approximately 
$1  million  to  assist  in  the  preparation  of  a  request  for  proposals  for  the 
construction  and  operation  of  an  enhanced  treatment  facility  that  would  treat  CAP 
water  to  the  standards  stated  in  Proposition  200.  We  expect  to  promulgate  the 
RFP  by  the  end  of  this  year,  and  to  receive  proposals  In  the  first  half  of  1997. 

Meanwhile  the  City  is  developing  ways  to  continue  to  purchase  CAP  water 
and  store  It  for  future  use.  The  Mayor  and  Council  have  been  clear  and  united  in 
continuing  their  commitment  to  taking  substantial  quantities  of  CAP  water  each 
year.  However,  the  City  must  deal  with  the  quality  issues  which  have  arisen 
because  of  the  flow  of  CAP  water  through  the  City's  older  pipe  system.  Economic 
consequences  will  include  pipeline  repair  and  accelerated  replacement,  costs  for 
homeowner  damages,  and,  as  described  above  the  possible  construction  of  a  new 
demineralization  plant. 

We  will  preserve  our  basic  conservation  ethic,  and  our  long-term  need  for 
CAP  water  to  meet  the  needs  of  Tucson's  growing  population  will  continue.  The 
CAP  Use  Study  for  Quality  Water  by  Dames  &  Moore  completed  last  Fall,  reported 
on  alternatives  for  utilization  of  the  City's  CAP  allocation.     Its  long  term 
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recommendation  included  direct  delivery  of  substantial  quantities  of  treated  CAP 
water.   Terminal  Storage  is  critically  necessary  for  such  direct  delivery. 

Terminal  Storage 

The  problems  Tucson  has  had  switching  from  groundwater  to  CAP  water 
highlight  the  need  for  a  storage  facility  near  the  terminus  of  the  aqueduct  — 
Terminal  Storage,  as  the  final  element  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  in  Southern 
Arizona.  A  reliable  supply  of  CAP  water  is  very  important  to  Tucson.  It  is  also 
quite  important  to  the  Tohono  O'odham  Nation.  The  Nation  has  a  contract  for 
37,800  acre  feet  of  CAP  water,  and  is  to  receive  an  additional  28,200  acre  feet 
of  water  under  the  terms  of  the  Southern  Arizona  Water  Rights  Settlement  Act  of 
1982.  This  may  also  be  CAP  water.  The  Nation  has  urged  that  Terminal  Storage 
be  provided  as  part  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  so  that  a  reliable  supply  of  water 
will  be  provided  to  the  Nation  and  its  people. 

The  Bureau  has  been  doing  detailed  planning  and  continuing  the  NEPA 
processes  on  a  terminal  storage  proposal  that  has  been  approved  by  the  City  and 
the  CAWCD  board.   The  principle  elements  of  the  proposal  are  as  follows  : 

1.  A  15,000  acre  foot  surface  storage  reservoir  with  350  cfs  gravity 
flow  to  the  Tucson  Water  Treatment  plant; 

2.  Joint  CAP  recharge  facilities  with  the  CAWCD; 

3.  Recovery  of  recharged  water  from: 

a.  Two  of  Tucson  Water's  existing  exterior  wellfields,  Avra  Valley 
and  Santa  Cruz,  with  the  flexibility  to  introduce  flows  either  at  the  treatment  plant 
or  into  the  surface  reservoir; 

b.  A  new  Central  Avra  Valley  wellfield,  located  on  City-owned 
property  with  the  pumped  supply  introduced  directly  into  the  CAP  canal  on  the 
discharge  side  of  the  Brawley  Pumping  Plant. 

4.  Operation  of  the  Tucson  wellfields  to  be  turned  over  to  the  CAWCD, 
under  a  cooperative  agreement,  during  any  CAP  outages. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  federal  portion  of  this  project  is  $61  million  for  the 
storage  facility;  the  cost  of  the  local  portion  is  $50  million  for  existing  and  new 
wellfields  and  pipelines.  The  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Terminal 
Storage  was  completed  in  April  1995.  The  final  EIS  has  not  been  issued.  Because 
of  the  passage  of  Proposition  200  questions  have  been  raised  concerning  the  need 
for  Terminal  Storage.  Consideration  has  been  given  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
to  shelving  the  EIS  process  until  Tucson  has  adopted  firm  plans  for  direct  delivery 
of  CAP  water. 
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We  have  urged  the  Bureau  to  continue  the  environmental  work  and  planning 
for  Terminal  Storage.  We  understand  that  the  Bureau  plans  to  do  so,  albeit  at  a 
reduced  level,  and  that  its  appropriation  request  seeks  between  $.50  and  $1.0 
million  for  work  in  fiscal  year  1997  related  to  Terminal  Storage.  The  City 
respectfully  asks  the  this  request  be  approved  so  that  Terminal  Storage  can  remain 
alive  while  Tucson  resolves  its  CAP  problems  and  develops  its  programs  to  return 
to  direct  delivery  of  CAP  water.  Attached  to  this  testimony  as  Exhibits  A  and  B 
are  the  resolution  of  the  Mayor  and  Council  of  January  8,  1996  concerning  direct 
delivery  of  CAP  water,  and  a  copy  of  my  letter  of  February  5,  1996  to  Dennis 
Schroeder,  Phoenix  Area  Manager,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  requesting  continued 
work  on  Terminal  Storage. 
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Exhibit   A   to 
Testimony  of  Mayor   Miller 


ADOPTED  8Y  THE 
MAYOR  AND  COUNCIL 

JWj  0  8  S98 

RESOLUTION  NO.  IIH^  I 

RELATING  TO  WATER;  REAFFIRMING  THE  COMMITMENT  OF  THE  CITY  OF 
TUCSON  TO  ENHANCE  TREATMENT  AND  DIRECT  DELIVERY  OF  HIGH  QUAUTY 
WATER  AND  TERMINAL  STORAGE  OF  CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT  WATER- 

WHEREAS,  the  future  of  the  Tucson  region  remains  dependent  on  the 
ultimate  utilization  of  Central  Arizona  Project  water  and 

WHEREAS,  an  integral  part  of  the  overall  plan  for  the  utiRzatlon  of  Central 
Arizona  Project  water  includes  a  need  for  a  fiadlity  dedicated  to  tarminai  storage  of 
Central  Arizona  Project  water  and 

WHEREAS,  a  temiinal  storage  feature  for  the  Tucson  area  has  long  been 
an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  water  delivery  system  as  planned  for 
Tucson,-  and 

WHEREAS,  implementation  of  temiinal  storage  will  provide  numerous 
benefits  to  the  area,  including  the  improvement  of  reliability  of  the  water  supply, 
increasing  the  options  for  the  utIQzation  of  Central  Arizona  Project  water  facilitation  of 
implementation  of  the  Southern  Arizona  Water  Rights  Settianient  Act  retention  of  the 
finandai  benefits  of  a  low  interest  Federal  loan  which  wifl  benefit  ail  Central  Arizona 
Project  water  usere  in  the  region;  and  reduction  of  local  dependence  upon  the  viabifity 
of  recharge  projects. 

NOW.  THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  MAYOR  AND  COUNCIL 
OF  THE  CITY  OF  TUCSON.  ARIZONA.  AS  FOLLOWS; 

Section  1.   That  the  Mayor  and  Councti  of  the  City  of  Tucson  hereby 
reafHrms  its  commitment  to  the  enhanced  treatment  and  direct  delivery  of  high-quality 
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water,  including  Central  Arizona  Project  water,  consistent  with  the  water  quality 
requirements  of  Proposition  200  as  an  important  component  of  the  City's  overall  water 
resources  plan,  and  for  the  development  of  an  implementation  plan  for  such  treatment 
and  delivery  which  will  successfully  accomplish  the  direct  use  and  tenninai  storage  of 
Central  Arizona  Project  water. 

Section  Z  The  City  Clerk  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  send  a 
copy  of  this  Resolution  to  the  Governing  Board  of  the  Central  Arizona  Conservation 
District,  and  to  each  member  of  the  Arizona  Congressional  Delegation. 

Section  3.  WHEREAS,  it  is  necessary  for  the  preservation  of  the  peace, 
health  and  safety  of  the  City  of  Tucson  that  this  resolution  become  immediately 
effective,  an  emergency  is  hereby  declared  to  exist  and  this  resolution  shall  be  effisctive 
immediately  upon  its  passage  and  adoption. 

PASSED.  ADOPTED  AND  APPROVED  BY  THE  MAYOR  AND  COUNCIL 
OF  THE  CITY  OF  TUCSON.  ARIZONA.       «WM  08  tt6 


^^^^^ 


ATTEST: 


CITY  CLERK 
APPROVED  AS  TO  FORIWt 


ciTYATTORNf^ 

-rt 

TRicds 

1/8/96 
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Exhibit  B  to 
Testimony  of  Mayor  Miller 


CITY  OF  TUCSON 
OmCEOPTMEIIAVOII 

ISSVWtST  ALAMEDA 
P.O.  MX  27210 
Febniarv  6, 1996  TUCSON,  amzOna  U73S.7210 

PHONE:  ((02)  7>1^201 
PA&(«IS)7t1-fia4« 

Mr.  Oomis  E.  Schroeder 
Ara  Manager 
nioenix  Area  Office 
Bureau  of  Reclamation 
P.O.  Box  9980 
Phoenix.  AZ  SJ068-0980 

Dear  Mr.  Schroeder 

Subject:  Scitiu  of  Hnviroiunentil  Impact  Staiemem(EIS)  and  CondBued 
Planning  for  Tucson  Aqueduct  Sysiem  Reliability  Investigatias. 
Ceoiral  Ahaona  Ptoject  (CAP) 

Tliank  you  for  your  letter  of  Fcbtuaiy  I,  1996  advisiag  ifae  city  of  the  (tsus  of  the  buiau's  planning  for  Tucson 
Tetminal  Stotagc  You  advised  that  ftutber  wori:  on  the  CIS  is  being  suspended  beeause  of  the  poiiage  of 
Proposition  200  and  Tucson's  cunent  plans  for  taiung  and  using  CAP  wiser. 

The  eiqr  rseognizcs  that  direct  delivery  of  CAP  water  is  an  esnmial  elcoiaex  of  lang-tem  plaoiiing.  In  tut.  die 
mayor  and  eousdl  adopted  the  cBCloieri  resolution  on  January  1996  reafRraing  direct  delivery  as  our  goal. 

OeUvcty  reliability  of  CAP  is  crudal  to  dM  dcjr's  plans  for  directly  dalivenng  anted  CAP  water  to  is  customers. 
With  the  passage  of  Pttiposition  200,  dltect  delivery  of  CAP  wiser  is  net  petinitud  ubbI  the  water  is  treated  to 
standards  equivalent  to  the  quality  of  the  city's  Avra  Valley  welUIcld  witet.  or  anil  direct  delivety  is  approvad  by  a 
public  vote.  Until  -nhir''~^  treatment  is  provided,  die  city  is  pbaminc  to  take  sufadmitial  quantities  of  CAP  water 
annually  for  recharge  and  recovery. 

'  The  city  it  implcnendng  a  program  for  wnhanred  treatment  of  CAP  water  to  enable  TtaCHO  Watir  to  begin  direct 
delivery  of  subsamlal  quaioiliei  witiiin  the  next  five  yeas.  Earty  last  MI  TUeaon  Water  ofBdala  sought,  bom 
compexiies  all  over  i&e  woridt  i  '[-"tfi^*  of  initiin  in  pJanoinL  constractios  and  opaiaiing  an  ^hir****  treatment 
plant  for  Tucson's  CAP  water.  Tweny-five  ccwipaniea  ripnnded.  Wc  dien  sought  nateaaus  of  qualHtalions  and 
proposals  6om  potniial  mntnltim»  »  asais  the  dty  fat  preparing  a  ItequMt  ibr  fnpouia  to  pJM.  eonsmiet,  and 
operate  an  rnhanreil  twacnt  plant.  OnFafadiaor  16, 1996,eaBadtBteaaBieti(brappn8dmaieiySl,000,OOOwiM 
be  awarded;  wc  expea  lo  complete  and  pntmilgm  ibe  Raqaest  ibr  Ftopoals  by  dte  cad  of  the  yor.  In  eddiiion, 
die  dty  is  speadios  oeniy  SlOO  milHaa  to  riplaee  200  oilct  of  galvamzed  ad  pipe  in  la  divibiKiea  ayaan  to 
that  colored  wamr  problems  will  be  avoided  wha  direadelivay  iwamea. 

Tlie  city  is  committiag  ■^nif''*"'  reseuceee  n  aisu*  tbat  CAP  water  win.  witUn  die  next  fow  years,  be  dileedy 
delivered  to  a  •"tuiant^'  portion  of  it  tervtoe  area.  But  It  it  nee  posaMa  » rely  on  CAP  water  widwoi  ntminal 


Your  letter  of  Fcbtvaiy  Isi  teites  (bat  yoa  Intead  to  pot  die  draft  BS  on  hold  "pcDdias  fiather  devdopraants  la 
TUesen's  plaiu  far  utlBg  CAP  wuer."  We  efligr  iIk  lOflatBd  resohoiea  and  dM  eMaaiive  main  nplaeemenf 
program  and  die  new  cootiaem  widi  ceasaltaaia  IB  develop  an  AFP  ftar  an  enhanced  trcamient  fodlhy  and  ibc 
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Mr.  Oennu  E.  Schrocder 
February  6,  I99« 
Page  2 

fax  nek  schedulin:  of  Uu  cahanced  treanneu  project  u  fiinhcr  dtvelopmcaa  in  Tucion's  plans  for  using  CAP 
water.  We  ask  that  ^c  EIS  process  cocunue,  albeit  oo  a  reduced  wotk  schedule.  There  are  flsh  and  wildlife  service 
iuues  to  be  tied  down,  and  issues  raised  by  die  Tohoao  O'odham  Nation  to  be  addressed. 

If  the  draft  EIS  is  shelved  and  all  activity  relaxed  to  terminal  storage  ceased  at  the  bureau,  it  will  be  difHcuIt  if  not 
impossible  to  revive  thu  pan  of  the  projecL  Widiout  tetminal  storage  and  the  reliability  that  it  will  bring,  Tucson 
cannot  prudently  invest  is  the  enhanced  treuneal  technology  needid  to  allow  us  to  make  direct  deliveries.  As  the 
city  commits  millions  of  its  ntcpayen'  dollars  to  solve  the  difficult  problems  of  CAP  water  quality,  we  ask  that  the 
bureau  keep  terminal  storage  alive  through  continued  plannmg  and  environmental  work.  I  am  writing  to 
Congressman  Koibe  (copy  enclosed)  to  seek  his  assinasce  in  the  appropriations  proccu  in  March,  and  I  plan  lo 
attend  the  hearings  on  March  6lh  to  describe  Tucson's  siluaiioa  and  urse  continued  planning  and  environmental 
work  on  termmal  storage. 

We  appreciate  the  cffore  your  office  has  made  m  the  past  in  the  TASRi  study  and  in  developing  the  draft  EIS.  In 
light  of  Tucson's  cffons  to  assure  that  direct  delivery  can  begin  in  the  near  future,  we  urge  diet  you  not  put  the  EIS 
process  on  hold,  but  continue  that  procau  u  the  city  continues  is  process.  We  will  keep  you  advised  u  we 
progress  toward  direct  delivery. 

Thanks  very  much  for  your  vital  help.  I  plan  to  attend  the  appropriations  hearings  on  March  6tb  and  hope  to  have 
the  opportunity  uj  address  die  subcommitie*.  Councihnembcn  Janet  Marcus  and  Shirley  Scott  will  accompany  me. 
We  look  forward  to  seeing  you  then. 


Sincerely, 

Q 


.^^■^  /97.^^ 


George  Miller 
Mayor 


MOym 
Eacloawes  (2) 
Winword/960200J0 
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ASARCO 


F.  R.  McAllister 

Executive  Vice  President 


February  29,  1996 


Mr.  Charles  K.  McClain 

Director  of  Tucson  Water 

City  of  Tucson 

P.  O.  Box  27210 

Tucson,  Arizona  85726-7210 

Dear  Mr.  McClain: 

As  you  know,  Asarco  approached  the  City  of  Tucson  a  few  months  ago 
with  an  offer  to  consider  the  feasibility  of  the  use  of  CAP  water  at  the  Mission 
Complex  south  of  Tucson.  We  had  declined  our  allocation  of  CAP  water  in  1993 
based  on  several  factors.  One  of  the  main  issues  at  that  time  was  the 
interruptibility  of  the  supply  of  CAP  water. 

We  are  currently  testing  the  technical  feasibility  of  using  CAP  water  in  our 
milling  process.  Beyond  the  technical  considerations,  the  interruptibility  of 
supply  is  still  a  key  issue.  The  proposed  terminal  storage  project  would  be  a 
favorable  factor  in  our  final  decision.  The  lack  of  a  terminal  storage  facility 
would  definitely  be  a  negative  in  our  consideration  of  the  use  of  CAP  water. 


Jcerely,      / 

(jr. 


McAllister 
FRM/mck 


ASARCO  Incorporated  1150  North  7th  Avenue,  Tucson,  AZ  85705 
Telephone  (520)  798-7730     Facsimile  (520)  798-7780 
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Mr.  Myers.  All  right.  Could  you  summarize  in  about  30  seconds? 
We  will  fudge  on  the  next  group  a  little  bit. 

Mr.  O'RiELLY.  We  need  the  terminal  storage  feature  retained  in 
the  project.  Keep  funding  in  this  for  the  environmental  impact 
statement  process.  Thank  you.  Good  day. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

I  am  sorry  about  the  time.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Ms.  Pearson.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  O'Rielly  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF 

R.B.  ORIELLY,  PRESIDENT 

TUCSON  REGIONAL  WATER  COUNCIL 

TO  THE 

THE  HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

March  6,  1996 

Chainnan  Myers,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

The  Tucson  Regional  Water  Council  was  recently  founded  by  a  group  of  business  and  conmiunity 
leaders,  academics,  and  concerned  citizens  to  ensure  a  long  term  stable  water  supply  for  the 
Tucson  region  and  to  foster  regional  cooperation  in  place  of  community  divisiveness.  I  am  here 
before  you  today  as  the  President  and  spokesperson  of  that  organization. 

The  Tucson  Regional  Water  Council  appreciates  this  Committee's  past  financial  support  toward  the 
completion  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  The  major  system  is  complete,  but  the  final  piece  needs 
to  be  put  in  place:  the  reliability  feature  for  the  Tucson  area,  a  storage  facility  at  the  southern 
terminus  of  the  aqueduct  known  as  terminal  storage.  An  important  component  of  the  terminal 
storage  project  is  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  being  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation.  We  request  that  an  appropriation  be  included  in  the  1997  bill  to  assure  that  the 
Bureau's  environmental  analysis  process  for  terminal  storage  continue. 

I  can  understand  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  concern  that  the  recent  passage  of  the  Water 
Consumer  Protection  Act  by  a  small  percentage  of  Tucson  water  users  may  have  eliminated  the 
need  for  terminal  storage  in  the  Tucson  Region.  However,  a  provision  of  the  Act  mandates  the 
City  to  honor  its  commitment  to  148,000  acre  feet  of  CAP.  While  a  portion  of  this  water  could  be 
recharged  and  stored  for  future  use  in  our  community,  the  direct  use  of  CAP  is  inevitable  in  the 
Tucson  region.  We  must  be  prepared  by  proceeding  with  terminal  storage  on  a  timeline  that  will 
furnish  reliabihty  once  the  CAP  water  is  enhanced  to  the  standard  set  forth  in  the  Act,  or  the  voters 
choose  another  quality  standard. 

The  terminal  storage  feature  for  the  Tucson  region  has  long  been  an  integral  part  of  the  CAP 
system.  The  Plan  Six  Agreement,  adopted  by  Phoenix  area  users  and  the  City  of  Tucson  in  1986, 
assured  Tucson  a  CAP  supply  as  reliable  as  that  of  the  Phoenix  area.  Greater  reliability  will  make 
it  easier  to  implement  the  Southern  Arizona  Water  Rights  Settlement  Act  ,  which  contains 
provisions  for  reliabihty  of  the  Tohono  O'odham  supply.  If  major  investments  to  use  CAP  water 
are  made  by  the  Nation,  the  San  Xavier  District,  or  individual  allottees,  the  supply  must  be 
dependable.  Equally  important  is  the  fact  that  reliability  will  be  necessary  for  any  mining 
operations  who  would  use  the  CAP  water. 

The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  is  nearly  complete,  and  Tucson  has  expended  over 
$200  million  dollars  in  me  past  fifteen  years  to  prepare  for  the  treatment  and  delivery  of  CAP  water 
to  its  customers;  though  we  have  met  some  temporary  setbacks  in  using  the  water,  Tucson 
represents  the  largest  subcontractor  of  CAP  water.  Completing  the  EIS  and  subsequently  the 
terminal  storage  project  is  crucial  to  the  future  of  our  community  and  our  goal  of  ensuring  a  long 
term  water  supply  for  the  Tucson  Region.  I  urge  funding  for  the  completion  of  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  Your  continued  support  is  vital  and  very  much  appreciated. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
MUNICIPAL  AND  RURAL  WATER  SUPPLY  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

COLIN  CLOUD  HAMPSON,  REPRESENTING  CALEB  SHIELDS,  CHAIR- 
MAN, EXECUTIVE  BOARD  OF  THE  ASSINIBOINE  AND  SIOUX  TRIBES 
OF  THE  FORT  PECK  INDIAN  RESERVATION 

Mr.  Myers.  Caleb  Shields,  Chairman  of  the  Fort  Peck  tribes. 

Mr.  Shields,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record,  and  you  may  proceed  as  you  like  for  the  next  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Hampson.  Okay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  Colin  Hampson.  I  am 
here  representing  Chairman  Shields  of  the  Assiniboine  and  Sioux 
tribes  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation  located  in  northeastern 
Montana. 

The  tribes  seek  the  committee's  support  to  ensure  that  a  safe  and 
reliable  water  supply  will  be  available  throughout  our  Reservation 
and  our  region.  The  Fort  Peck  tribes  respectfully  request  funds  to 
continue  planning  of  the  Fort  Peck  Sioux  and  Assiniboine  Munici- 
pal, Rural  and  Industrial  Water  Project  in  the  amount  of  $210,000 
from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  general  investigations  budget. 

The  tribes  would  like  to  thank  the  committee  for  its  past  support 
of  this  project.  The  funds  previously  appropriated  funded  the  needs 
assessment  and  the  feasibility  study.  Both  of  these  reports  were 
important  steps  in  the  process  of  realizing  this  project. 

The  funds  requested  for  fiscal  year  1997  will  be  used  to  conduct 
the  final  plan  studies  of  the  project  for  the  Reservation  and  to  in- 
corporate planning  studies  for  the  off-Reservation  communities 
into  a  final  engineering  report.  The  tribes  urge  the  subcommittee 
to  inquire  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  respecting  the  capability 
of  the  tribes  to  effectively  utilize  the  fiscal  year  1997  funds. 

As  the  committee  knows,  the  needs  assessment  completed  by  the 
tribes  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  found  significant  problems 
with  the  existing  water  sources  on  the  Fort  Peck  Reservation. 

Specifically,  the  needs  assessment  documented  the  deficiencies, 
both  in  quantity  and  quality,  of  the  water  supply  for  Indian  as  well 
as  nonlndian  residents  of  the  Reservation.  This  needs  assessment 
also  examined  the  current  and  expected  future  water  needs  of  the 
Reservation.  The  study  confirmed  the  need  for  an  MR&I  project  for 
the  Fort  Peck  Reservation. 

The  quality  of  our  water  is  comparably  poorer  than  that  of  other 
projects  that  the  subcommittee  is  now  assisting.  Table  1,  which  is 
included  in  with  our  statement  for  the  record,  compares  water 
quality  of  communities  within  the  proposed  Fort  Peck  project  area 
with  the  water  quality  of  communities  in  other  projects  authorized 
or  pending  before  Congress. 

The  tribe's  plan  is  to  meet  our  water  needs  with  a  Reservation- 
wide  piped  distribution  system,  using  Missouri  River  water.  This 
type  of  system  has  been  successfully  used  in  the  Dakotas  and 
brings  economies  of  scale  to  reduce  project  construction  and  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  costs.  Our  design  population  of  19,902  per- 
sons on  the  Reservation  can  be  served  with  relatively  short  pipeline 
distances  extending  75  miles  from  the  treatment  plant  to  the  most 
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distant  locations.  Most  of  the  demand  lies  within  a  30-mile  distance 
from  the  treatment  plant. 

Because  all  residents  of  this  region  have  extremely  poor  water 
quality,  several  off-Reservation  communities  have  also  indicated 
significant  interest  in  this  project.  Communities  around  the  east- 
ern, western  and  northern  boundaries  of  the  Reservation  rely  pri- 
marily on  groundwater,  which  is  poor  and  comparable  to  ground- 
water supplies  on  the  Reservation. 

The  best  way  to  address,  we  feel,  the  concerns  of  our — of  the  off- 
Reservation  neighbors  is  to  include  their  communities  in  our 
project  as  initial  participants.  This  would  realize  savings  for  them, 
the  State  of  Montana  and  the  Federal  Grovernment.  The  requested 
funds  will  assist  us  in  developing  a  cost-effective  project  with  a 
cost-sharing  formula  for  off-Reservation  facilities  that  is  acceptable 
to  local  communities  and  to  Congress.  We  hope  that,  ultimately, 
this  project  will  not  only  improve  the  health  and  economy  of  the 
entire  region  but  also  strengthen  our  relationship  with  our  neigh- 
boring communities. 

The  tribes'  initial  cost  report  concludes  that  the  total  project  cost 
to  serve  the  entire  Reservation  and  sized  to  carry  off-Reservation 
water  demands  is  $101  million.  This  amount  includes  the  cost  of 
facilities  to  carry  water  to  meet  off-Reservation  municipal,  rural 
and  industrial  demands.  Assuming  a  cost  share  of  75  percent  Fed- 
eral, 25  percent  local  under  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act,  the  local 
cost  share  would  be  less  than  $4  million. 

The  cost  of  annual  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  facilities  of 
the  Fort  Peck  tribes  to  deliver  water  to  off-Reservation  commu- 
nities is  estimated  at  $1.12  per  thousand  gallons.  Off-reservation 
users  will  have  additional  costs  per  thousand  gallons  to  reflect  the 
cost  of  operating  and  maintaining  off-Reservation  transmission  and 
distribution  facilities.  These  costs  are  not  yet  determined.  The 
$210,000  requested  by  the  tribes  will  enable  the  tribes  to  finalize 
this  cost  analysis. 

We  are  now  working  with  the  Montana  delegation  to  introduce 
legislation  to  authorize  the  construction  of  this  project.  The  assist- 
ance of  the  committee  with  fiscal  year  1997  appropriations  in  the 
amount  of  $210,000  will  go  far  in  assisting  the  tribes  in  this  worth- 
while project.  Not  only  will  their  drinking  water  supplies  in  the  re- 
gion be  markedly  improved,  the  residents  of  the  Reservation,  In- 
dian and  non-Indian,  will  benefit  from  the  employment  and  earn- 
ings provided  by  construction;  and  we  can  work  side-by-side  with 
our  northeast  Montana  neighbors  to  develop  a  quality  project  for 
the  improvement  and  health — and  economy  for  all. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Hampson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Hampson  follows:] 

Testimony  of  the  Assiniboine  and  Sioux  Tribes  of  the  Fort  Peck  Reservation, 
Montana,  Before  the  House  Appropriations  Committee,  Subcommittee  on 
Energy  and  Water,  March  6,  1996 

A.  THE  fort  peck  RURAL,  MUNICIPAL  AND  INDUSTRIAL  WATER  SUPPLY  PROJECT 

The  Assiniboine  and  Sioux  Tribes  of  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation  of  Northern 
Montana  seek  the  Committee's  support  to  ensure  that  a  safe  and  reliable  water  sup- 
ply will  be  available  throughout  our  Reservation  and  our  Region.  The  Fort  Peck 
Tribes  respectfully  request  ftinds  to  continue  planning  the  Fort  Peck  Sioux  and  As- 
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siniboine  Municipal,  Rural  and  Industrial  Water  (FPSAMRI)  Project  in  the  amount 
of  $210,000  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  General  Investigations  budget. 

The  Tribes  would  hke  to  thank  the  Committee  for  its  past  support  of  this  Project. 
The  funds  previously  appropriated  funded  the  Needs  Assessment  and  the  Feasibility 
Study.  Both  of  these  reports  were  important  steps  in  the  process  of  realizing  this 
Project. 

The  funds  requested  for  FY  97  will  be  used  to  conduct  the  final  planning  studies 
of  the  Project  for  the  Reservation  and  to  incorporate  planning  studies  for  the  off 
Reservation  communities  into  a  Final  Engineering  Report.  The  Tribes  urge  the  Sub- 
committee to  inquire  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  respecting  the  capabiUty  of  the 
Tribes  to  effectively  utilize  the  FY  97  funds. 

As  the  Committee  knows,  the  Needs  Assessment  completed  by  the  Tribes  and  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  found  significant  problems  with  the  existing  water  sources 
on  the  Fort  Peck  Reservation. 

Specifically,  the  Needs  Assessment  documented  the  deficiencies,  both  in  quantity 
and  quality,  of  the  water  supply  for  Indian  and  non-Indian  residents  of  the  Reserva- 
tion. This  Needs  Assessment  also  examined  the  current  and  expected  fiitiu-e  water 
needs  of  the  Reservation.  The  study  confirmed  the  need  for  an  MR&I  project  for  the 
Fort  Peck  Reservation. 

The  quality  of  our  water  is  comparably  poorer  than  that  of  the  other  Projects  that 
the  Subcommittee  is  now  assisting.  Table  1  compares  water  quality  of  communities 
within  the  proposed  Fort  Peck  Project  Area  with  water  quality  of  communities  in 
other  Projects  authorized  or  pending  before  Congress.  As  Table  1  discloses,  the  gen- 
eral chemical  quality  of  the  water  as  measiu-ed  by  total  dissolved  solids  and  sulfates 
is  comparable  in  the  Fort  Peck  area  with  other  on-going  or  pending  projects. 

The  Tribes  plan  to  meet  our  water  needs  with  a  Reservation-wide  piped  distribu- 
tion system,  using  Missouri  River  water.  This  t3T)e  of  system  has  been  successfiilly 
used  in  the  Dakotas  and  brings  economies  of  scale  to  reduce  project  construction 
and  operation  and  maintenance  costs.  Our  design  population  of  19,902  persons  can 
be  served  with  relatively  short  pipeline  distances  extending  75  miles  from  the  treat- 
ment plant  to  the  most  distant  locations.  Most  of  the  demand  lies  within  a  30  mile 
distance  from  the  treatment  plant. 

Because  aU  residents  of  this  Region  have  extremely  poor  water  quality,  several 
off-Reservation  communities  have  indicated  significant  interest  in  this  Project.  Com- 
munities around  the  eastern,  western  and  northern  boundaries  of  the  Reservation 
rely  primarily  on  groundwater,  which  is  poor  and  comparable  to  groundwater  sup- 
plies on  the  Reservation. 

The  best  way  to  address  the  concerns  of  our  off-Reservation  neighbors  is  to  in- 
clude their  communities  in  our  Project  as  initial  participants.  This  would  realize 
savings  for  them,  the  State  of  Montana,  and  the  Federal  Government.  The  re- 
quested fiinds  will  assist  us  in  developing  a  cost  effective  project  with  a  cost  sharing 
formula  for  ofF-reservation  facilities  that  is  acceptable  to  local  communities  and  Con- 
gress. We  hope  that  ultimately  this  Project  will  not  only  improve  the  health  and  the 
economy  of  the  entire  region,  but  also  strengthen  our  relationship  with  our  neigh- 
boring communities. 

The  Tribes'  initial  cost  report  concludes  that  the  total  Project  cost  to  serve  the  en- 
tire Reservation  and  sized  to  carry  off-reservation  water  demands  is  $101  million. 
This  amount  includes  the  cost  of  facilities  to  carry  water  to  meet  ofF-reservation  mu- 
nicipal, rural  and  industrial  demands.  Assuming  a  cost  share  of  75%  federal  and 
25%  local  under  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  the  local  cost  share  would  be  less  than 
$4  million. 

The  cost  of  annual  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  facilities  of  the  Fort  Peck 
Tribes  to  deliver  water  to  off-reservation  communities  is  estimated  at  $1.12  per 
thousand  gallons.  OfF-reservation  users  will  have  additional  costs  per  thousand  gal- 
lons to  reflect  the  cost  of  operating  and  maintaining  off"-reservation  transmission 
and  distribution  facilities.  Those  costs  are  not  yet  determined.  The  $210,000  re- 
quested by  the  Tribes  will  enable  the  Tribes  to  finalize  this  cost  analysis. 
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Table  I 

WATER  QUALITY  INDICATORS  OF  COMPARABLE  PROJECTS 

SULFATES  AND  TOTAL  DISSOLVED  SOLIDS  MARKED  FROM  POOREST  TO  BEST 


Project 

Community 

Sulfate 
lmg/1 

Project 

Community 

Total 
Dissolved 
Solids 
(mg/1) 

Lewis  and  Clark 

Upper  Limit 

1,500 

Fort  Peck 

Fort  Kipp 

2,731 

Mni  Wiconi 

Rolishoo 

1,139 

Lewis  and  Clark 

Upper  Limit 

2,603 

Fort  Peck 

Fort  Kipp 

1,120 

Moi  Wiconi 

Red  Shirt 

2,33! 

Mni  Wiconi 

Red  Shirt 

1,080 

Moi  Wiconi 

Reliance 

2,051 

Mni  Wiconi 

Murdo 

1,042 

Moi  Wiconi 

Murdo 

1,701 

Mni  Wiconi 

Kannebac 

954 

Moi  Wiconi 

Kannebec 

1,763 

Mni  Wiconi 

Prasho 

644 

Moi  Wiconi 

Prasho 

1,393 

Lewis  and  Clark 

Lower  Limit 

538 

Fort  Peck 

Poplar 

1,389 

Fort  Peck 

Frazer 

498 

Fort  Peck 

Frazer 

1,103 

Mni  Wiconi 

Horse  Creek 

410 

Lewis  and  Clark 

Lower  Limit 

1,178 

Mni  Wiconi 

Wakpanni  Lake 

398 

Mni  Wiconi 

Wakpanni  Lake 

1,125 

Fort  Peck 

Brockton 

212 

Mni  Wiconi 

Horse  Creek 

883 

Fort  Peck 

Poplar 

103 

Fort  Peck 

Brockton 

741 

Mni  Wiconi 

Pine  Ridge 
Village 

70 

Mni  Wiconi 

Pine  Ridge 
Village 

436 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

BIOMASS  COGENERATION  PROGRAM  OF  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

WITNESS 

SY  A.  All,  DIRECTOR,  ADVANCED  INDUSTRIAL  PROGRAMS,  ALLISON 
ENGINE  COMPANY 

Mr.  Myers.  We  are  awaiting  a  couple  of  members.  Sy,  would  you 
like — are  you  ready  to  give  your  testimony? 

Mr.  All  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  are  waiting  for  a  couple  of  members.  The  mem- 
bers aren't  here.  I  think  they  would  like  to  be  here.  So  you  have 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  All  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  This  is  Sy  Ali,  Director  of  Advanced  Industrial  Pro- 
grams of  the  Allison  Engine  Company.  So  your  prepared  statement 
will  be  placed  in  the  record,  and  you  may  continue  for  the  next  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  All  Yes,  sir.  I  have  the  written  testimony,  and  I  have  copies 
of  the  brief  written  testimony  as  well. 

Mr.  Myers.  They  will  be  placed  in  the  record,  and  you  may  pro- 
ceed as  you  like. 

Mr.  All  Thank  you  very  much. 

My  name  is  Sy  Ali.  I  am  Director  of  Advanced  Industrial  Pro- 
grams at  Allison  Engine  Company  in  Indianapolis.  Allison  is  in  the 
business  of  manufacturing  gas  turbines  for  power  generation,  co- 
generation  and  military  engines  as  well  as  commercial  aircraft  en- 
gines. 

I  appear  before  this  committee  to  endorse  the  Biomass  Cogenera- 
tion  Program  of  the  Office  of  Industrial  Technologies  within  the  De- 
partment of  Energy. 

Gas  turbines  are  inherently  more  efficient  than  other  forms  of 
energy  conversion  systems  for  electric  power  and  processed  steam. 
Biomass  gas  turbines  would  provide  greater  economic  benefits  due 
to  their  higher  value  energy  conversion.  Current  industrial  biomass 
conversion  systems  either  produce  only  processed  steam  or  utilize 
steam  turbines  which  produce  electricity.  Gas  turbines  are  more  ef- 
ficient power  generators  and,  consequently,  can  provide  a  higher 
revenue  stream  per  unit  input  of  fuel  energy  than  for  existing  bio- 
mass utilization  systems. 

The  development  of  industrial  gas  turbines  to  utilize  biomass  and 
coal-derived  fuels  and  meet  the  electric  power  and  steam  needs  of 
"vision  industries"  would  be  of  national  benefit.  Vision  industries 
include  the  seven  industries  that  the  Department  of  Energy  Office 
of  Industrial  Technologies  is  concentrating  on.  This  is  a  $700  bil- 
lion industry,  and  I  believe  that  application  of  biomass  gas  turbines 
in  that  industry  would  be  highly  beneficial. 

These  industries  utilize  approximately  56,000  megawatts  of  elec- 
tric power.  They  are  also  major  producers  of  biomass  and  other  by- 
products. The  byproducts  are  currently  used  as  fuel  in  less  efficient 
and  environmentally  inferior  energy  conversion  devices  to  generate 
power  system  and  steam.  The  power  requirements  of  these  indus- 
tries could  be  reduced  by  5  percent  or  more  by  using  the  byprod- 
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ucts  in  more  efficient  gas  turbines.  The  biomass  turbines  would 
also  help  improve  the  local  and  regional  environmental  quality. 

The  primary  objective  of  the  biomass  turbine  initiative  is  to  pro- 
vide the  technology  base  necessary  for  developing  turbine  systems 
that  can  produce  energy  from  biofuels  and  coal-derived  fuels.  Gas 
turbines  are  designed  to  operate  with  clean  fuels.  Rugged  versions 
of  turbines  will  be  needed  to  operate  with  biomass  ftiels.  Rugged 
turbines  are  designed  for  increased  tolerance  to  contaminants  in 
biofuels  and  coal-derived  fuels.  The  biomass  turbine  project  would 
help  solve  this  technology  challenge.  Government  sponsorship  of 
technology  development  to  address  the  risks  issue  of  industrial  tur- 
bines utilizing  biomass  would  result  in  national  economic  and  envi- 
ronmental benefits. 

The  most  significant  benefits  of  biomass  turbines  to  your  citizens 
are: 

Overall  improvement  in  environment. 

Productivity  improvement  in  key  vision  industries,  resulting  in 
lower  cost  of  finished  products  resulting  from  reduced  electric  cost 
and  enhancing  net  exports. 

Positive  economic  benefits  from  clean  energy  by  converting  bio- 
mass waste  which  as  waste  has  a  negative  economic  impact. 

Improvement  in  environmental  quality  through  major  reduction 
in  pollutant  emissions  and  greenhouse  gases. 

Protection  of  jobs  in  the  industries  of  the  future  through  im- 
proved competitive  position  of  U.S.  products  in  the  global  market. 
It  is  estimated  that  approximately  3  to  5  percent  of  the  products 
made  by  these  industries  could  be  reduced  by  efficient  power  tur- 
bine systems. 

Potential  payoff  to  U.S.  taxpayers  several  times  the  value  of  ini- 
tial investment  in  biomass  turbine  technology.  Just  the  improve- 
ment of  3  percent  in  the  energy  consumed  by  these  energies  would 
result  in  $700  million  of  annual  savings. 

To  accomplish  these  goals,  it  is  strongly  recommended  that  the 
biomass  turbine  program  of  the  Department  of  Energy  Office  of  In- 
dustrial Technologies  should  be  funded  at  the  level  of  $6  million  in 
fiscal  year  1997. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Dr.  Ali,  for  pinch-hitting  here  for  us  and 
keep  the  thing  going.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  fine  testimony. 

Mr.  All  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Ali  follows:] 


23-641    O-Oe 31 
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TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE 


HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 


ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 


ON  BIOMASS  COGENERAHON  PROGRAM  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 


Dr.  Sy  A.  Ali 

Director,  Advanced  Industrial  Programs 

Allison  Engine  Company 


March  6, 1996 
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Allison  Engine  Company       PO  Box  420       Indianapolis.  Indiana  46206-0420 


Dr.  Sy  A.  Ali 

Director,  Advanced  Industrial  Programs 

Allison  Engine  Company 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY:    Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Committee,  my  name  is  Sy  Ali. 
I  am  Director,  Advanced  Industrial  Programs  at  Allison  Engine  Company  (Allison)  in 
Indianapolis,  Indiana.    Allison  is  in  the  business  of  manufacturing  and  marketing  gas  turbines  for 
power  generation,  cogeneration,  and  military  and  conmiercial  aircraft  engines. 

I  appear  before  this  Committee  to  endorse  the  Biomass  Cogeneration  program  of  the  Office 
of  Industrial  Technologies  within  the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE). 

Gas  turbines  are  inherently  more  efficient  than  other  forms  of  energy  conversion  systems  for 
electric  power  and  process  steam.    Biomass  gas  turbines  would  provide  greater  economic 
benefits  due  to  their  higher  value  energy  conversion.  Current  industrial  biomass  conversion 
systems  either  produce  only  process  steam  or  utilize  steam  turbines  which  produce  electricity. 
Gas  turbines  are  more  efficient  power  generators,  and  consequently  can  provide  a  higher 
revenue  stream  per  unit  input  of  fuel  energy  than  for  existing  biomass  utilization  systems. 

The  development  of  industrial  gas  turbines  to  utilize  biofuels  and  meet  the  electric  power  and 
steam  needs  of  "Vision  Industries"  would  be  of  national  benefit    These  industries  use 
approximately  56,000  MW  of  electric  power.    They  are  also  major  producers  of  biomass  and 
other  byproducts.   These  byproducts  are  currently  used  as  fuels  in  less  efficient  and 
environmentally  inferior  energy  conversion  devices  to  generate  power  and  steam.  The  power 
requirements  of  these  industries  could  be  reduced  by  5%  or  more  by  using  the  byproducts  in 
more  efficient  gas  turbines.    The  biomass  turbines  would  also  help  improve  the  local  and 
regional  environmental  quality. 

The  primary  objective  of  the  biomass  turbine  initiative  is  to  provide  the  technology  base 
necessary  for  developing  turbine  systems  that  can  produce  energy  from  biofuels.    Gas 

turbines  are  designed  to  operate  with  clean  fuels.    Rugged  versions  of  turbines  will  be  needed  to 
operate  with  biomass  fuels.    Rugged  turbines  are  designed  for  increased  tolerance  to 
contaminants  in  biofuels.    The  biomass  turbine  project  would  help  solve  this  technology 
challenge.  Government  sponsorship  of  technology  development  to  address  the  risk  issues  of 
industrial  gas  turbines  using  biomass  would  result  in  national  economic  and  environmental 
benefits. 
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NATIONAL  BENEFITS:    The  most  significant  benefits  of  biomass  tuibines  to  U.S.  citizens 

are: 

-  Improved  overall  enviFonment 

-  Productivity  improvement  in  key  Vision  Industries,  resulting  in  lower  cost  of  finished 
products  resulting  from  reduced  electric  cost,  and  enhancing  net  exports. 

-  Positive  economic  benefits  from  clean  energy  by  converting  biomass  waste  which  as 
waste  has  a  negative  economic  impact. 

-  Improvement  in  environmental  quality  through  major  reductions  in  pollutants 
emission. 

-  Protection  of  jobs  in  the  Industries  of  Future  through  improved  competitive  position 
of  U.S.  products  in  global  markets. 


Potential  payoff  to  U.S.  taxpayers  several  times  the  value  of  the  initial  investment  in 
biomass  turbine  technology. 


RECOMMENDATION;    To  accompUsh  these  goals,  it  is  strongly  recommended  that  the 
Biomass  Turbine  program  of  the  Department  of  Energy  ,  Office  of  Industrial  Technologies 
should  be  funded  at  a  level  of  $6  million  in  FY  '97. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
WOLF  RIVER  BASIN 

WITNESS 

HON.  HAROLD  FORD,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  TENNESSEE 

Mr.  Myers.  Our  colleague  Harold  Ford  from  Tennessee. 

Harold,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record, 
and  you  may  proceed  for  5  minutes  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  delighted  to  be  here  with  you  today — ^you.  Chairman  Myers, 
and  Ranking  Member  Bevill  and  other  members  of  the  committee. 
I  want  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity.  I  know  that  time  is  of  es- 
sence, and  I  would  like  to  request  that  my  full  statement  be  made 
a  part  of  the  record. 

As  you  know,  I  am  a  Congressman  from  the  Ninth  Congressional 
District  of  Tennessee,  and  I  have  certainly  testified  before  this  com- 
mittee on  other  occasions.  Back  I  guess  in  September  of  1992  the 
House  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation  adopted  a 
resolution  directing  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  determine 
its  modification — if  modifications  were  advisable  with  respect  to 
flood  control,  environmental  restoration,  wetlands  protection  and 
recreation  in  the  Wolf  River  Corridor. 

During  the  103rd  Congress,  the  committee  provided  $450,000  for 
the  initial  phase  of  the  reconnaissance  report,  better  known  as  the 
Wolf  River  restoration  project.  This  report  indicates  that  significant 
benefits  can  be  achieved  by  the  implementation  of  an  environ- 
mental restoration  project  within  the  Wolf  River  basin  in  terms  of 
protecting  valuable  public  infrastructures  such  as  bridges,  sewer 
and  gas  lines  and  important  natural  resources  such  as  wetlands 
and  floodplains. 

By  assisting  in  this  restoration  effort,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
been  able  to  fulfill  its  commitment  to  sound  water  control  and  pro- 
tection for  people  in  the  Shelby  County  area,  which  is  my  district, 
and  the  rural  western  part  of  Tennessee,  which  is  Fayette  County, 
as  well.  Federal  assistance  was  central  to  the  creation  of  the  Wolf 
River  restoration  project;  and,  without  continuing  funding,  Mr. 
Chairman,  its  future  is  in  doubt;  and  that  is  why  I  am  here  before 
this  committee  today. 

Back  in  1992,  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Trans- 
portation also  adopted  a  resolution  providing  for  modification  of  the 
Wolf  River  Harbor  in  the  interest  of  navigation,  recreation  and  de- 
bris removal.  Memphis'  increased  popularity  as  a  tourist  destina- 
tion and  an  ever-increasing  number  of  people  living  in  the  area 
make  improvements  along  the  harbor  very  central. 

That  is  why  we  are  coming  to  this  committee  today,  to  ask  that 
you  look  at  the  Memphis  Harbor  and  also  fund  about  $428,000  for 
that  study.  The  harbor  is  currently  cluttered  with  abandoned  ob- 
jects and  other  debris  which  may  damage  vessels  and,  even  worse, 
threaten  the  public  safety  of  individuals  who  live  in  our  area, 
whether  it  be  for  that  area  for  development  or  recreational  enjoy- 
ment. Therefore,  as  I  said  earlier,  I  am  requesting  $428,000  be 
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made  available  to  initiate  and  to  complete  this  Memphis  Harbor 
project. 

We  have  already  started  with  one  study,  and  we  feel  very  con- 
fident that  this  second  study  is  needed,  and  we  would  ask  this  sub- 
committee to  take  a  look  at  that.  You  are  the  appropriating  com- 
mittee. We  know  that  the  Subcommittee  on  Transportation  will 
have  to  look  at  it  and  make  the  recommendations  here,  Mr.  Myers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  well,  we  all  remember  the  devastation  brought 
about  by  major  floods  in  the  Midwest  in  1993  and  1995,  in  Califor- 
nia and  in  Louisiana  in  1995,  and  most  recently  this  past  winter 
in  Oregon  and  Pennsylvania.  We  have  noticed  that  we  have  had 
problems,  you  know,  and  we  waited  so  late  without  many  of  these 
studies,  and  we  have  not  seen — under  severe  budget  restraints  that 
we  are  working  under  in  this  Congress.  We  don't  see  monies  being 
appropriated  for  certain  projects,  that  we  feel  that  we  could  head 
off  and  save  taxpayers  a  lot  of  money. 

These  events  demonstrate  just  how  vulnerable  we  are  to  Mother 
Nature  and  that  we  must  take  action  to  be  better  prepared.  I  think 
that  this  is  one  of  the  things  that  we  are  pointing  out  today,  that 
we  have  seen  in  the  past  that  we  have  been  able  to  take  this  ac- 
tion. 

Just  last  year,  my  district  was  threatened  by  high  waters  from 
the  Mississippi  River,  which  required  implementing  emergency 
control  measures.  In  order  to  prevent  the  people  of  the  Mid-South 
from  suffering  from  devastation,  I  and  other  members  of  the  Ten- 
nessee and  Mississippi  delegations  request  a  review  of  the  situation 
in  a  letter  to  the  Chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure.  I  do  have  a  copy  of  that  letter,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  I  would  ask  that  you  would  make  that  a  part  of  the 
record  here  today  as  well. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUOICIARV 


COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE 

SUacOMMITTCCS: 

OePAKTMENT  OPERATIONS 

NirmmoN  and  Foreign  aoricultuhc 
RtSK  Manaccment  and  SreciALTV  Cnof>3 


Conigress  of  the  Bnited  ^tatCB 

tuiuse  oriUpresenQtioeB 
flDashington,  ©£  20515-1207 

January  23,  1996 


The  Honorable  Bud  Shuster 

Chairmiin 

llou:«c  Committee  on  Transportsitton  and  Infrastructure 

2165  Rayfeum  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.   205 1 5 


Dear  Mr.  Chainnaii: 


A  number  of  our  constituenU  and  local  official!)  have  contacted  us  regarding  their  concerns  about 
the  p<.>tcntial  threat  to  life  and  property  due  to  possible  flooding  of  the  Mississippi  River  in  Shelby,  Tipton, 
and  Fayette  Counties,  Tennessee  and  Desoto  and  Marshall  Counties,  Mississippi.  Severe  floods,  such  as 
those  which  occurred  in  the  Midwest  in  1993  and  1995,  have  raised  concerns  about  these  counties'  ability 
to  handle  a  similar  disaster. 


In  an  effort  to  avoid  the  tragedy  experienced  in  the  Midwest,  we  would  like  to  express  our  .support 
for  a  Corps  of  Engineers  review  of  the  effectiveness  of  existing  federal  and  non-federal  improvements 
including  levees,  drainage  structures,  pumping  stations,  storm  water  collection  systems,  and  channels. 
Based  on  this  review,  the  Corps  should  make  recommcndation.s  regarding  the  need  for  additional 
improvements  to  prevent  flooding  from  stonn  water,  and  to  improve  the  quality  of  water  entering  the 
Mississippi  River  and  its  tributaries. 

When  the  appropriate  time  comes  in  your  committee  we  would  appreciate  your  consideration  of 
sucb  a  review.  Thi.v  would  enable  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  subject  to  the  receipt  of  funding,  to  conduct 
u  study  of  these  counties'  needs  and  to  determine  the  need  for  improvements  for  flood  control  and  water 
quality.  For  your  information,  we  have  enclosed  a  copy  of  a  letter  from  the  Mayor  of  Shelby  County, 
Tennessee,  detailing  his  cooccms  and  reconunendations. 

We  appreciate  your  assistance  in  this  matter.  Should  you  need  any  further  infonnxtion  or  require 
formal  testimony  from  either  of  us  or  from  our  constituents,  plea.se  feel  free  to  contact  us. 


<Ji 


Ed  Bryant, 


h^- 


Sincerely, 


Harold  Ford,  M.C. 


Vjil*U-«,w-- 


John/Fanner,  M.C 
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Mr.  Ford.  I  urge  the  committee,  as  I  close,  to  act  upon  this 
project  and  provide  funding  for  the  initiation  of  studies  in  this  mat- 
ter. Studies  show  that  the  100-year  flood  profile  has  increased  up 
to  2  feet  in  some  locations,  and  similar  situations  are  expected 
throughout.  The  very  growth  and  development  that  strengthens 
our  Nation  is  taxing  our  old  and  inadequate  infrastructures 
throughout  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  particularly  true  for  the  Memphis  metro- 
politan area,  which  serves  as  a  major  trade  distribution  and  a  fi- 
nance center  for  the  whole  region  of  the  mid-southern  United 
States.  There  are  several  areas  in  this  study  that  deserve  special 
attention,  Fletcher  Creek,  McKellar  Lake,  Hollywood  Dump  and 
the  Wolf  Harbor.  I  intend  to  encourage  the  Corps  to  look  into  these 
problems  early  on  in  this  process  of  this  study. 

We  must,  as  a  Nation,  plan  and  protect  our  resources  and  not 
wait  until  a  disaster  hits.  Let  me  cite  for  an  example  a  1989  inves- 
tigation which  showed  that  the  erosion  of  a  stream  bank  in  the  bot- 
tom of  the  Wolf  River  at  the  U.S.  highway  51  in  my  area,  which 
a  crossing  in  North  Memphis,  was  endangered — it  really  endan- 
gered the  stability  of  a  bridge.  The  bridge  was  temporarily  closed, 
and  thousands  of  travelers  on  this  route  daily  were  placed  in  find- 
ing other  routes,  and  it  was  a  real  inconvenience  for  all  of  them. 

Through  the  cooperative  efforts  of  the  State  of  Tennessee  and  the 
U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  channel  at  the  Highway  51  crossing 
over  the  Wolf  River  has  been  stabilized,  and  this  major  thorough- 
fare is  again  open.  The  traffic  is  safe,  and  the  people  are  safe  once 
again.  This  project  was  accomplished  under  the  authority  of  Sec- 
tion 14  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946  at  a  Federal  cost  of  some 
$500,000.  That  investment  has  ensured  the  safety  of  countless  lives 
and  has  saved  American  taxpayers  millions  of  dollars. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  seek  the  help  from  this  subcommittee  today  and 
the  appropriations  of  the  $428,000  for  this  study.  We  can  assure 
you  that  those  dollars  will  be  well  invested,  and  the  people  of  my 
area  and  the  whole  region  of  Tennessee  and  Mississippi  will  cer- 
tainly benefit  from  this.  Naturally,  our  neighbor  and  State  of  Ala- 
bama, where  you  are  from,  Mr.  Bevill,  will  also  be  benefited. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  have  made  a  very  important  point. 

Mr.  Ford.  I  thought  so,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  statement.  As  you  know,  we  are 
pressed  by  the  budget  process,  too.  That  is  where  we  are  having 
the  problems.  We  will  do  the  best  we  can.  We  thank  you  for  your 
testimony. 

Mr.  Ford.  I  would  like  to — for  the  record.  I  know  it  was  supposed 
to  be  about  5  minutes.  It  was  about  a  10-minute  message,  but  I 
would  like  to  also  have  a  copy  of  the  letter  made  a  part  of  the 
record. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  used  a  better  part  of  10  minutes  anyway.  Time 
goes  fast  when  you  are  having  fun,  doesn't  it? 

Mr.  Ford.  Thank  you,  sir.  I  appreciate  it. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Ford  follows:] 
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Chairman  Meyers  and  Ranking  Member  Bevill,  I  would  like  to  thank  you 
for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  to  testify  on  behalf  of 
several  projects  that  greatly  affect  the  residents  of  Tennessee's  9th 
Congressional  District  and  the  entire  Mid-South  region. 

I  have  testified  before  you  on  several  occasions  regarding  the  Wolf  River 
Corridor.  In  September  of  1992,  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  Transportation  adopted  a  resolution,  directing  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  determine  if  modifications  were  advisable  with  respect  to  flood 
control,  environmental  restorations,  wetlands  protection  and  recreation  in 
the  Wolf  River  Corridor. 

During  the  103rd  Congress,  the  Committee  provided  $450,000  for  the  initial 
phase  of  the  reconnaissance  report,  better  known  as  the  Wolf  River 
Restoration  project  The  reconnaissance  report,  indicates  that  significant 
benefits  can  be  achieved  from  implementation  of  an  environmental 
restoration  project  within  the  Wolf  River  basin  in  terms  of  protecting 
valuable  public  infrastructure  such  as  bridges,  sewers  and  gas  lines  and 
important  natural  resources,  such  as,  wetlands  and  floodplains. 

By  assisting  in  the  restoration  effort,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  been  able 
to  fulfill  its  commitment  to  sound  water  control  and  protection  for  the 
people  of  Shelby  and  Fayette  counties  in  Tennessee.  Federal  assistance  was 
essential  to  the  creation  of  the  Wolf  River  Restoration  project  and  without 
continued  funding,  its  future  is  in  doubt  Should  the  program  fail  to  stop 
the  erosion,  flood  control  along  the  Wolf  River  and  other  tributaries  of  the 
Mississippi  River  would  become  significantly  more  difficult 

In  1992,  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation  also 
adopted  a  resolution  providing  for  modification  of  the  Wolf  River  Harbor 
in  the  interest  of  navigation,  recreation  and  debris  removal.  Memphis' 
increased  popularity  as  a  tourist  destination  and  the  ever  increasing 
number  of  people  living  in  the  area,  make  these  improvements  along  the 
harbor  essential. 

The  harbor  is  currently  cluttered  with  abandoned  objects  and  other  debris 
which  may  damage  vesseb  and  even  worse,  threaten  public  health  and 
safety,  as  well  as,  recreational  enjoyment 
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Therefore,  I  respectfully  request  that  funds  in  the  amount  of  $428,000  be 
made  available  to  initiate  and  complete  a  reconnaissance  study  for  this 
project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  all  remember  the  devastation  brought  about  by  major 
floods,  in  the  Midwest  in  1993  and  1995;  in  California  and  Louisiana,  in 
1995  and  most  recently  this  past  winter  in  Pennsylvania  and  Oregon.  These 
events  demonstrate  just  how  vulnerable  we  are  to  Mother  Nature  and  that 
we  must  take  action  to  be  better  prepared. 

Just  last  year,  my  district  was  threatened  by  high  waters  from  the 
Mississippi  River  which  required  implementing  emergency  flood  control 
measures.  In  order  to  prevent  the  people  of  the  Mid-South  suffering  such 
devastation,  I  and  other  members  of  the  Tennessee  and  Mississippi 
delegations  requested  a  review  of  the  situation  in  a  letter  to  the  Chairman 
of  House  Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure.  I  urge  the 
Committee  to  act  upon  this  request  and  provide  funding  for  initiation  of 
studies  of  this  matter. 

Studies  show  that  the  100  year  flood  proflle  has  increased  up  to  2  feet  in 
some  locations  and  similar  situations  are  expected  throughout.  The  very 
growth  and  development  that  strengthen  our  nation  is  taxing  our  old  and 
inadequate  infrastructure. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  particularly  true  for  the  Memphis  Metropolitan  area 
which  serves  as  the  major  trade,  distribution  and  flnance  center  for  the 
Mid-Southern  United  States.  There  are  several  areas  of  this  study  that 
deserve  special  attention,  Fletcher  Creek,  McKellar  Lake,  Hollywood  Dump 
and  the  Wolf  Harbor.  I  intend  to  encourage  the  Corps  to  look  into  these 
problems  early  in  the  study  process. 

We  must,  as  a  nation,  plan  and  protect  our  resources  and  not  wait  until 
disaster  hits.  Let  me  sight  an  example.  In  1989,  investigations  showed  that 
erosion  of  the  streambanks  and  bottom  of  the  Wolf  River  at  the  U.S. 
Highway  51  crossing  in  North  Memphis,  was  endangering  the  stability  of 
the  bridge.  The  bridge  was  temporarily  closed  and  the  thousands  who 
travel  this  route  daily  were  forced  to  use  other  routes. 
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Through  the  cooperative  efforts  of  the  State  of  TN  and  the  US  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers,  the  channel  at  the  Highway  51  crossing  over  the  Wolf  River 
has  been  stabilized  and  this  major  thoroughfare  is  again  safe  for  traffic. 
This  project  was  accomplished  under  the  authority  of  Section  14  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1946  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $500,000. 

That  investment  has  insured  the  safety  of  countless  lives  and  has  saved 
American  taxpayers  millions  of  dollars  by  preventing  the  bridge  from 
literally  falling  into  the  river.  Unfortunately,  if  this  request  had  come  to  the 
Corps  in  the  mid  1990's,  they  would  have  been  added  to  the  backlog  of 
unfunded  studies  and  projects. 

The  established  Federal  funding  limit  for  the  total  Continuing  Authorities 
Program  is  $165  million  but  appropriations  have  dropped  from  $50.5 
million  in  FY92  to  $34.25  million  in  FY96  thus  creating  the  current  backlog 
of  unanswered  requests. 

The  CAP  represents  a  more  streamlined  and  cost  effective  process  for 
solving  water  resource  problems.  Therefore,  I  ask  that  the  Continuing 
Authorities  Program  be  funded  at  a  level  commensurate  with  the  need  for 
water  resource  projects  that  can  be  addressed  by  these  authorities. 

And  finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree  with  the  words  of  the  Committee  in  last 
year's  appropriations  bill.  The  Corps  study  process  takes  too  long.  We  must 
devise  a  way  to  identify  worthwhile  projects  earlier  in  the  process,  have 
them  authorized  and  funded  to  save  billions  of  dollars  in  flood  damage 
payments  and  environmental  losses. 

I  thank  you  for  your  consideration. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  PROJECT 
WITNESS 

HON.  SCOTT  McINNIS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  COLORADO 

Mr.  Myers.  Our  colleague  from  Colorado,  Scott  Mclnnis.  You 
have  both  the  Southern  Utes,  I  believe,  and  the  Mountain  Utes, 
and  you  have  got  the  Southwestern  Water  Conservation  District, 
the  Animas-La  Plata  Conservancy  District  and  the  San  Juan  Water 
Commission.  You  are  recognized  now  for  the — and  your  associates 
here — for  the  next  15  minutes. 

Mr.  MclNNis.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  entire  statements  will  be — prepared  statements 
will  be  placed  in  the  record,  and  you  may  proceed. 

Mr.  McInnis.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  and  es- 
pecially Mr.  Bevill. 

We  were  just  out  in  the  hallway  talking  to  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Mr.  Bevill  about  how  much  we  are  going  to  miss  your  long-time 
dedication  and  understanding  of  water  for  the  western  part  of  this 
country.  Your  years  of  commitment  and  your  years  of  care  about 
not  just  the  Indian  native  Americans  in  our  State  but  water  issues 
out  there  will  not  be  forgotten.  You  are  going  to  be  sorely  missed. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you.  You  have  been  great  to  work  with.  I  ap- 
preciate every  one  of  you.  I  think  that  we  are  well  on  our  way  now, 
don't  you? 

Mr.  McInnis.  I  do. 

Mr.  Bevill.  With  the  projects? 

Mr.  Myers.  We  have  Members  coming  in  here  who  can  handle 
it. 

Mr.  McInnis.  I  can  tell  you  well  the  best  description  of  you  two 
is  you  are  gentlemen. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  McInnis.  I  mean  that. 

Mr.  Myers.  It  is  nice  to  be  in  your  memory. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Be  sure  and  get  that  in  the  record. 

Mr.  McInnis.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
testify  before  the  subcommittee  to  express  my  support  of  the 
Animas-La  Plata  project.  I  appreciate  your  continued  involvement 
in  this  project  as  the  Southern  Ute,  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Indians  and 
the  Federal  Government  work  towards  completion  of  the  terms  of 
the  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement  Act. 

Here  to  testify  with  me  here  today  are  Chairman — Chairwoman, 
excuse  me,  Judy  Knight-Frank  of  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Tribe; 
Chairman  Leonard  Burch  of  the  Southern  Ute  Tribe;  Jim 
Lochhead,  Executive  Director  of  the  Colorado  Department  of  Natu- 
ral Resources;  Sherry  Galloway,  Chairwoman  of  the  San  Juan 
County  Board  of  County  Commissioners;  and  Steve  Harris,  Presi- 
dent of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Water  Board. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  McInnis  follows:] 


2256 

STATEMENT  BY  THE  HONORABLE 

SCOTT  McIMNIS 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

March  6,  1996 

SUMMARY:  ANIMAS -LA  PLATA  PROJECT 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportxinity  to  testify  before 
the  subcommittee  to  express  my  support  of  the  Animas -La  Plata 
project.   I  appreciate  your  continued  involvement  in  this  process 
as  the  Southern  Ute,  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Indians  and  the  federal 
government  work  towards  the  coii5)letion  of  the  terms  of  the 
Colorado  Ute  Indieua  Water  Rights  Settlement  Act.   Here  to  testify 
with  me  today  are;  Chairwoman  Judy  Knight - FrcUik  of  the  Ute 
Mountain  Ute  Tribe,  Chairman  Leonard  Burch  of  the  Southern  Ute 
Tribe,  Jim  Lockhead  Executive  Director  of  the  Colorado  Department 
of  Natural  Resources,  Sherry  Galloway,  Chairwomain  of  the  San  Juan 
County  Board  of  County  Conanissioners,  and   Steve  Harris,  President 
of  the  Animas  La- Plata  Water  Board. 

The  construction  of  the  Animas -La  Plata  project  is  a  major 
element  of  this  settlement.   This  Agreement  was  reached  in  1986, 
and  enacted  in  1988.   The  Southern  Ute  and  Colorado  Mountain  Ute 
Indian  Tribes  negotiated  in  good  faith  with  the  United  States  to 
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reach  this  settlement.   This  treaty  stands  as  our  promise  that 
the  Federal  government  would  be  a  partner  to  Southwestern 
Colorado  and  Northern  New  Mexico  in  an  effort  to  best  utilize  the 
limited  water  resources  in  the  area.   Making  good  on  promises  to 
Native  Americans  is  a  top  priority,  and  so  I  am  asking  again  for 
your  further  assistance  in  making  that  Act  ring  true,  not  hollow. 
Simply  put,  the  United  States  government  has  made  a  commitment, 
a  responsibility  to  the  Tribes,  that  it  must  fulfill. 

If  the  project  had  followed  its  scheduled  plan  for 
completion  we  would  not  be  here  today.   However,  bureaucratic  red 
tape  has  resulted  in  significant  construction  delays.   It  has 
never  been  suggested  that  any  environmental  laws  should  be 
neglected.   There  is  a  long  history  of  records  that  reflect  the 
efforts  of  the  Tribes  to  con^jly  with  every  statute,  including  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and 
the  Cleeui  Water  Act. 

The  1988  Colorado  Ute  Settlement  is  em  exan5)le  of  the  great 
success  that  can  be  achieved  when  the  Tribes  and  state  %irater 
communities  work  together.   Failure  to  provide  the  necessary 
funding  to  realize  the  terms  of  this  agreement  will  send  a 
negative  message  to  other  States  ouid  Tribes  that  the  U.S. 
Congress  does  not  support  these  efforts. 
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All  parties  involved  in  this  process  will  need  to  work 
together  to  complete  this  project.   This  includes  your  Committee 
and  its  members,  the  -Southern  Ute  Tribe,  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute 
Tribe,  and  the  Department  of  Interior  with  Secretary  Bedabitt.   I 
ask  that  you  consider  funding  this  project.   Funding  is  necessary 
to  conplete  this  project  as  promised  in  the  Settlement  Act. 

Thank  you. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  PROJECT 

WITNESSES 

JUDY  KNIGHT-FRANK,  CHAIRWOMAN,  UTE  MOUNTAIN  UTE  TRIBE 

LEONARD  BURCH,  CHAIRMAN,  SOUTHERN  UTE  TRIBE 

JIM  LOCHHEAD,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  COLORADO  DEPARTMENT  OF 

NATURAL  RESOURCES 
SHERRY  GALLOWAY,  CHAIRWOMAN,  SAN  JUAN  COUNTY  BOARD  OF 

COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 
STEVE  HARRIS,  PRESIDENT,  ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  WATER  BOARD 

Mr.  McInnis.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  start  out  with  the 
representative  of  the  Grovemor  of  the  State  of  Colorado,  a  good 
friend  of  mine,  a  next-door  neighbor  of  mine,  Mr.  Lochhead,  who 
is  the  Director  of  the  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources. 

Mr.  Lochhead,  Thank  you.  Congressman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Committee,  my  name  is  Jim 
Lochhead.  I  am  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Colorado  Department 
of  Natural  Resources.  I  am  here  representing  GrOvemor  Roy  Romer, 
who  has  been  a  stalwart  supporter  for  the  resolution  of  Indian 
water  rights  disputes  and  the  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata 
Project  in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico. 

Colorado  and  local  water  users  have  committed  to  the  investment 
of  over  $60  million  and  the  State  has  spent  nearly  $12  million  in 
cost  share  toward  the  resolution  of  the  Ute  Indians  water  rights 
claims  since  1976  when  the  United  States  first  filed  applications 
for  reserve  water  rights  in  Colorado  district  court.  The  reserve 
water  rights  claims  of  the  Southern  Ute  and  Ute  Mountain  Ute 
Tribes  in  Colorado  predate  Colorado  statehood  and  affect  26  rivers 
and  streams  in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico. 

It  is  now  20  years  later  and  after  many  costly  delays  the  con- 
struction of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  is  scheduled  to  start  in 
1996  fiscal  year,  upon  completion  of  a  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  Although  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment was  prepared  in  1980  that  examined  more  than  100  project 
alternatives,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  decided  to  prepare  a  Sup- 
plemental Environmental  Impact  Statement  prior  to  actually  initi- 
ating construction  of  the  project. 

The  Animas-La  Plata  Project  is  the  keystone  of  the  Colorado  Ute 
Settlement  Act  which  became  law  in  1988.  This  remarkable  law 
and  the  1986  cooperative  settlement  agreement  that  it  codifies 
were  the  product  of  much  work  and  cooi>eration  between  the  two 
tribes,  their  nonlndian  neighbors  and  the  States  of  Colorado  and 
New  Mexico. 

The  key  to  making  the  settlement  work  is  the  construction  of  the 
Animas-La  Plata  Project,  a  Federal  reclamation  project  authorized 
in  1968  as  a  participating  project  under  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act.  The  project  will  provide  water  that  the  Southern  Ute 
and  Ute  Mountain  Ute  tribes  accepted  in  exchange  for  their  senior 
water  right  claims  on  those  southwestern  Colorado  streams. 

Pursuant  to  the  act  and  the  settlement  agreement,  if  the  facili- 
ties needed  to  provide  water  for  the  tribes  are  not  completed  on 
time,  the  tribes  will  be  forced  to  return  to  court  to  litigate  their 
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water  rights  claims.  In  fact,  the  prompt  construction  of  the 
Animas-La  Plata  Project  is  the  only  commitment  within  the  settle- 
ment agreement  which  has  not  been  met. 

In  addition  to  financial  commitments,  the  State  has,  through  the 
Colorado  water  courts,  appropriated  numerous  Federal  reserved 
water  rights  for  the  tribes'  agricultural  and  domestic  needs.  In 
short,  the  State  has  done  everything  it  was  required  to  do  to  meet 
its  obligations  under  the  1988  Settlement  Agreement.  It  is  now 
time  for  the  Federal  Government  to  follow  through  on  its  commit- 
ments under  the  Settlement  Agreement. 

In  conclusion,  when  Governor  Romer  addressed  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  in  support  of  the  passage  of 
the  Settlement  Act  in  1987,  he  said,  the  Animas-La  Plata  project 
is  the  linchpin  of  the  Settlement  Agreement.  Without  it,  indeed, 
there  is  no  settlement.  It,  along  with  the  Delores  Project,  are  the 
only  means  by  which  the  tribes  can  receive  substantial  amounts  of 
water  without  disrupting  established  nonlndian  claims  in  south- 
western Colorado. 

In  short,  the  essential  ingredient  of  a  workable  settlement  is  a 
project  that  benefits  Indians  and  nonlndians  alike.  These  words 
are  as  true  today  as  they  were  nearly  10  years  ago.  Therefore,  we 
support  the  appropriation  of  $36.5  million  that  may  be  needed  to 
begin  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  when  the  Fed- 
eral Environmental  Impact  Statement  process  has  been  success- 
fully completed. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  i 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Lochhead  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  S.  LOCHHEAD 

EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 

COLORADO  DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

BEFORE  THE 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

WASHINGTON,  D.C. 

MARCH  6,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

My  name  is  Jim  Lochhead  and  I  am  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Colorado  Department  of  Natural 
Resources.  I  am  here  representing  Governor  Roy  Romer  who  has  been  a  stalwart  supporter  for  the 
resolution  of  Indian  water  disputes  and  the  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  (ALP). 

Colorado  and  local  water  users  have  committed  to  die  investment  of  over  $60  million  in  cost  share 
towards  the  resolution  of  the  Ute  Indian's  water  rights  claims  since  1976  when  the  United  States  first 
filed  applications  for  reserved  water  rights  in  Colorado  District  Court  for  Water  Division  Number  7. 
The  reserved  water  rights  claims  of  the  Southern  Ute  and  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Indian  Tribes  in 
Colorado  pre-date  Colorado  statehood  and  affect  26  rivers  and  streams  in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico. 

It  Is  now  20-years  later  and,  after  many  costly  delays,  the  construction  of  the  ALP  is  scheduled  to 
start  in  the  1996  Fiscal  Year,  upon  completion  of  a  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
Although  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  prepared  In  1980  that  examined  more  than 
100  water  project  alternatives,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  decided  to  prepare  a  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  prior  to  actually  initiating  construction  of  the  Project. 

The  ALP  is  the  keystone  of  the  Colorado  Ute  Settlement  Act  which  became  law  in  1988.  This 
remarkable  law,  and  the  1986  settlement  agreement  it  codifies,  were  the  product  of  much  work  and 
cooperation  by  the  two  Tribes,  their  non-Indian  neighbors  and  the  States  of  Colorado  and  New 

Mexico. 

The  key  to  making  the  settlement  woric  is  the  timely  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project,  a 
federal  reclamation  project  authorized  in  1968  as  a  participating  project  under  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act.  The  Project  will  provide  the  water  that  the  Southern  Ute  and  Ute  Mountain  Ute 
Tribes  accepted  in  exchange  for  their  senior  water  right  claims  on  these  Southwestern  Colorado 
streams.  Pursuant  to  the  Act  and  the  settlement  agreement,  if  the  facilities  needed  to  provide  water 
for  the  Tribes  are  not  completed  on  time,  the  Tribes  will  be  forced  to  return  to  court  to  litigate  their 
water  rights. 

The  ALP  has  faced  many  hurdles  since  its  authorization  in  1968.  The  Project  has  undergone  Intense 
scrutiny  for  more  than  two  decades,  by  virtue  of  federal  environmental  mandates,  cost-sharing 
requirements,  the  settlement  negotiations,  local  elections,  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and  continuing 
NEPA  compliance.  Throughout  this  period,  the  Project  sponsors  and  beneficiaries  have  worked 
diligently  and  cooperatively  with  the  federal  government  to  overcome  those  hurdles. 


2262 


In  fact,  the  prompt  construction  of  the  ALP  is  the  only  commitment  within  the  settlement  agreement 
which  has  not  been  met. 

The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  non-Indian  participants  in  the  settlement  have  all  met  their  obligations 
under  the  cost-sharing  agreement  for  the  ALP.  The  state  has  already  appropriated  and  escrowed  $42.7 
million  and  has  expended  more  than  $6.8  million  to  complete  the  Towaoc  Pipeline  that  delivers 
municipal  water  to  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Tribe  from  the  Dolores  Water  Project.  We  have  also 
contributed  $5  million  to  the  tribal  economic  development  fund  to  benefit  the  Ute  Tribes.  The  state, 
in  conjunction  with  the  Animas-La  Plata  Water  Conservancy  District,  is  also  prepared  to  contribute 
$5.6  million  towards  the  construction  of  the  Ridges  Basin  Pumping   Plant. 

In  additional  to  these  financial  commitments,  the  state  has,  through  the  Colorado  water  courts, 
appropriated  numerous  federal  reserved  water  rights  for  the  Tribes'  agricultural  and  domestic  needs. 

In  short,  the  state  has  done  everything  it  was  required  to  do  to  meet  its  obligations  under  the  1988 
Settlement  Agreement.  It  is  now  time  for  the  federal  government  to  follow  through  on  its 
commitments  under  the  1988  Settlement  Agreement. 

You  will  hear  testimony  from  others  that  Reclamation  lacks  valid  repayment  contracts  for  the  ALP 
because  the  cost  ceiling  in  those  contracts  has  been  exceeded.  You  need  to  know  that  several 
methods  of  repayment  were  analyzed  and  that  this  is  not  true  in  all  cases.  Whether  or  not  the  ceilings 
are  exceeded  is  dependent  on  how  the  cost  share  is  paid  and  we  are  working  with  Reclamation  to 
assure  that  an  appropriate  repayment  option  is  implemented  that  will  not  cause  the  contracts  to  need 
to  be  renegotiated. 

In  conclusion,  when  Governor  Romer  addressed  the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
in  support  of  the  passage  of  the  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement  Act  in  September, 
1987,  he  said: 

the  Anima-La  Plata  project.. .is  the  linchpin  of  the  [Colorado  Ute  Indian  Water  Rights 
Settlement]. ..Without  it,  indeed,  there  is  no  settlement.  It  along  with  the  Dolores  Project,  are 
the  only  means  by  which  the  tribes  can  receive  substantial  amounts  of  water  without 
disrupting  the  established  non-Indians  in  southwestern  Colorado.. .In  short,  the  essential 
ingredient  of  a  workable  settlement  is  a  project  that  benefits  Indians  and  non-Indians  alike... 

These  words  are  as  true  today  as  they  were  nearly  ten  years  ago. 

We  support  the  appropriation  of  $36.5  million  that  may  be  needed  to  begin  construction  of  the  ALP 
when  the  NEPA  process  has  been  successfully  completed. 

Approximately  $27  million  of  the  $36.5  million  will  be  used  to  start  construction  on  Phase  A  of  the 
ALP,  which  includes  the  Ridges  Basin  Dam  and  Durango  Pumping  Plant.  Another  $9.5  million  can 
be  spent  on  recreation,  wetlands  and  fish  and  wildlife  purposes. 

Of  the  $36.5  million  needed  to  begin  construction,  about  $20  million  can  be  spent  on  Section  8 
activities,  endangered  fish  recovery,  land  acquisition  and  pipeline  relocation  as  soon  as  approval  to 
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start  construction  is  given.  At  least  another  $10  million  may  be  needed  to  begin  construction  on  the 
foundation  of  the  dam  and  pumping  plant 

Other  Colorado  Projects 

In  addition  to  ALP,  there  are  a  number  of  other  federal  projects  in  Colorado  that  are  supported  by 
the  budgets  for  U.S.  Department  of  Interior  and  the  U.S.  Amiy  Corps  of  Engineers.  Normally  we 
have  access  to  the  President's  budget  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  funding  levels  are  adequate. 
Absent  this  information,  we  can  only  state  that  so  long  as  funding  is  provided  that  is  comparable  to 
that  indicated  for  the  out  years  in  the  President's  detailed  FY  1996  budget  we  believe  that  we  will 
generally  be  satisfied.  We  want  the  conunittee  to  be  aware  that  Colorado  strongly  supports  adequate 
funding  for  the  continued  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  all  Interior  and  Corps  projects 
located  in  Colorado.  This  includes  funding  for  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Program 
and  the  Recovery  Programs  for  Endangered  Fish  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  and  the  San  Juan 
River  Basin. 

Specifically,  with  respect  to  funding  for  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Program  we  would 
refer  the  committee  to  the  1995  Annual  Report  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control 
Advisory  Council  for  the  program  funding  needs. 

With  respect  to  the  Recovery  Program  for  Endangered  Fish,  we  specifically  ask  that  the 
Subcommittee  appropriate  $7.9  million  so  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  can  continue  to  participate  in 
the  recovery  of  four  endangered  fish  species  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  We  anticipate  this  amount 
will  be  included  in  the  Administration's  budget  under  an  item  labeled  "Construction-Endangered 
Species  Recovery  Implementation  Program-Upper  Colorado  River  Region-various  Studies." 

The  Upper  Colorado  Recovery  Implementation  Program  is  a  mutually  supported  program  involving 
the  states  of  Colorado,  Utah  and  Wyoming,  environmental  organizations,  power  and  water 
development  interests,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Western 
Area  Power  Administration.  The  Recovery  Program  is  in  its  eighth  year  of  operation.  The  goal  of 
the  Program  is  to  recover  four  endangered  fish  while  allowing  water  development  to  proceed  in 
compliance  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act 

Beginning  in  1 994,  the  Recovery  Program  initiated  specific  studies  and  actions  in  preparation  for  the 
construction  activities  necessary  to  recover  the  endangered  fishes.  These  activities  included: 
restoration  of  fish  passage  to  historical  habitat;  instream  flow  protection  on  the  mainstem  of  the 
Colorado  River,  the  Gunnison  River  and  Yampa  River;  and  changes  in  the  operation  of  existing 
projects.  Work  also  began  on  several  fish  habitat  restoration  projects,  including  the  restoration  of 
flooded  bottom  lands  and  wetlands  in  Utah  and  Colorado.  The  money  requested  for  1997  will  allow 
these  activities  to  continue. 

In  closing,  once  we  have  had  the  opportunity  to  review  the  President's  budget,  we  will  be  happy  to 
provide  further  comments  and  encourage  the  committee  to  provide  an  opportunity  for  such  additional 
comment.  We  wish  to  thank  the  committee  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  and  hope  that  you  continue 
to  support  our  requests. 
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Mr.  MclNNlS.  Mr.  Chairman,  now  the  Chairman  of  the  Southern 
Ute  Tribe,  Mr.  Burch. 

Mr.  BuRCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  here 
again — once  again,  for  the  last  time,  as  both  of  you  gentlemen,  in 
support  of  the  Southern  Ute  Tribe's  support  of  the  Animas-La 
Plata  project. 

I  have  got  today  with  me  Mr.  Marvin  Cook,  member  of  the  Tribal 
Council,  whom  you  have  met;  and  I  bring  greetings  to  you  that — 
from  the  Tribal  Council  and  some  of  the  Ute  people  that  you  have 
met  when  you  were  visiting  my  Reservation. 

The  Animas-La  Plata  Project  for  the  past  20-some  years  now  has 
been  the  goal  of  the  tribe  to  have  it  built  and  deliver  water  and 
not  only  to  the  Ute  tribes  but  our  neighbors,  the  nonlndians  that 
live  with  us  and  work  with  us,  for  the  planning  of  this  project  for 
the  past  50  years.  So  we  are  very  grateful  that  this  committee  has 
given  support  over  the  years  of  the  construction  appropriation. 

But,  however,  we  have  received  a  lot  of  delays.  Not  because  of 
problems  that  we  have  developed  but  the  opponents  of  the  project, 
but  we  have  overcome  that  by  working  together  and  sitting  down 
and  getting  this  worked  out. 

So  again,  I  will  not  use  all  the  time  but  I  want  to  thank  you  for 
all  the  support  that  you  have  given  the  Southern  Ute  Tribe  and  we 
bid  you  Godspeed. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Burch  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Committee: 

I  am  Leonard  C.  Burch,  Chairman  of  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribe.  I  want  to  assure  the 
Committee  Chairman  and  Committee  members  that  the  official  position  of  the  Southern  Ute  Indian 
Tribe  is  one  of  strong  support  for  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project,  firm  commitment  to  the  Colorado  Ute 
Indian  Final  Water  Rights  Settlement  Agreement  and  continuing  dedication  to  ensuring  that  the 
United  States  government  ftilfills  its  promises  to  the  Tribe  contained  in  the  1988  Colorado  Ute  Indian 
Water  Rights  Settlement  Act.  Despite  the  extravagant  claims  made  before  this  Committee  last  year, 
and  perhaps  to  be  repeated  this  year,  by  Council  member  Ray  C.  Frost,  the  Southern  Ute  Grass  Roots 
Committee  ~  a  committee  which  has  never  been  sanctioned  by  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribal 
Council  in  accordance  with  the  Tribal  Constitution  ~  speaks  only  for  a  small  minority  of  Tribal 
members.  Until  the  election  of  one  member  of  the  Grassroots  Committee  to  the  Tribal  Council,  the 
Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribal  Council  has  always  unanimously  supported  the  Project.  More 
importantly,  the  Council  unanimously  signed  the  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement 
Agreement  in  1 986. 

The  Southern  Ute  Grassroots  Committee,  in  collaboration  with  environmental  organizations, 
has  failed  to  deflect  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribal  Council  from  its  overwhelming  support  for  the 
Animas-La  Plata  Project  as  an  historic  benefit  to  the  Tribe.  The  Grassroots  Committee  complains 
that  Tribal  membership  has  never  voted  on  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project.  At  no  time  in  the  past  thirty 
years  of  Tribal  support  for  the  Project  has  anybody  officially  asked  the  Southern  Ute  Tribal  Council 
for  such  a  vote.  Further,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribe, 
"No  referendum  shall  serve  to  abrogate,  modify,  or  amend  any  properly  approved  contract  or 
agreement  to  which  the  Tribal  Council  is  a  party."  Therefore,  the  Southern  Ute  Constitution 
prohibits  such  an  action  by  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribe,  as  contrary  to  the  Tribe's  representative 
form  of  government. 

The  Grassroots  Committee  complains  that  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribe  will  not  receive  its 
water  until  Phase  2  of  the  Project.  This  statement  is  untrue.  The  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribe  will 
receive  both  its  municipal,  and  industrial  and  irrigation  water  with  the  completion  of  Phase  1  of  the 
Project,  together  with  facilities  to  utilize  the  Tribe's  water. 

The  Grassroots  Committee  complains  that  the  Tribe  will  not  be  able  to  pay  for  the  municipal 
water  allocated  to  the  Tn^be  under  the  Settlement  Agreement  and  the  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Water 
Rights  Settlement  Act.  The  Grassroots  Committee  ignores  the  fact  that  the  Southern  Ute  Indian 
Tribe,  as  a  part  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Cost  Sharing  Agreement,  wisely  negotiated  a  provision 
allowing  the  Tn'be  to  defer  payment  for  the  Tribe's  Project  M&I  water  until  the  Tribe  determines,  in 
the  best  interest  of  the  Tribe,  to  put  the  water  to  beneficial  use.  There  is  no  Tribal  obligation  to  pay 
for  M&I  water  until  the  water  is  beneficially  used. 


2267 


The  Grassroots  Committee  complains  that  the  Animas- La  Plata  Project  is  a  poor  deal  for  the 
Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribe.  Prior  to  the  Tribe's  1991  execution  of  stipulations  in  state  water  court 
to  resolve  the  Tribe's  reserved  water  claims,  however,  the  Tribe  retained  the  services  of  a  nationally 
recognized  Indian  law  firm  to  evaluate  the  Settlement.  The  law  firm  advised  the  Tribe  that  the 
Settlement  provided  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribe  with  more  than  it  could  ever  have  hoped  to  obtain 
by  litigation  over  its  reserved  water  rights  claims. 

Finally,  the  Grassroots  Committee  complains  that  the  Tribe  should  accept  money  instead  of 
water  in  settlement  of  those  claims.  This  proposal  harks  back  to  the  dealings  between  the  United 
States  government  and  Indian  tribes  in  the  last  century.  The  Colorado  Utes,  who  once  owned  over 
two-thirds  of  the  western  slope  of  the  State  of  Colorado,  now  have  only  small  reservations  located 
in  the  southwestern  comer  of  Colorado.  The  Tribes  received  a  total  of  only  $32  miUion  for  all  the 
lands  taken  by  the  federal  government  in  the  late  1 800's,  lands  now  worth  untold  biUions.  As  long 
.as  I  am  Chaimmn  of  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribe,  I  will  do  my  best  to  ensure  that  the  Tribe  does 
not  repeat  the  mistakes  of  the  past  in  dealing  with  the  federal  government. 

We  need  the  help  of  this  Committee  to  provide  the  FY  1997  appropriations  to  allow  the 
construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  to  move  forward  to  Reclamation's  full  capability.  The 
Project  is  the  keystone  of  the  Federal  obhgation  to  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribe  under  the 
Settlement  Agreement  and  the  Settlement  Act. 

H:\SPS\FEM\A1J'\BURCH2.STM  3/4/96 
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Mr.  McInnis.  From  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Indian  Tribe  next  we 
have  Chairwoman  Judy  Knight-Frank. 

Ms.  Knight-Frank.  Thank  you  once  again  for  giving  us  this  time 
to  come  before  you.  We  appreciate  all  the  support  you  have  given 
us  through  the  years. 

With  me,  I  do  have  two  of  the  council  members,  Manuel  Hart 
and  Arthur  Cuthair.  They  are  just  starting  this  process,  and  I  hope 
that  years  from  now  they  are  not  here  trying  to  get  this  project 
complete  as  I  have  been  coming  back  here  for  the  last  15  years. 

We  support  this  project  because  as  it  has  been  stated  it  is  part 
of  the  Ute  water  settlement,  and  all  I  would  ask  is  that  the  United 
States  Government,  for  once,  honor  an  agreement  that  was  made 
and  let  us  move  on  with  the  other  issues  that  are  facing  us  and 
move  on  to  the  future  with  something  that  our  people  can  use  for 
the  future.  We  do  support  the  $36.5  million  that  is  being  requested 
and  we  want  this  project  completed,  and  thank  you  for  your  sup- 
port. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Knight-Frank  follows:] 
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before  the 
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March  6, 1996 


Mr.  Chainnan  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

I  am  Chairman  of  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Indian  Tribe  ('Tribe")  and  during  my  18  years  on  the  Tribal 
Council,  have  worked  tirelessly  to  first  protect  my  Tribe's  water  rights  and  now  to  implement  the 
Colorado  Ute  Indian  Water  Ri^ts  Settlement  Act  of  1988,  PL.  100-585  (the  "Act").  The  Act  ratified 
the  tains  of  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Water  Rights  Final  Settlement  Agreement  of  1986  ("Settlement 
Agreement"). 

I  want  to  thank  the  Committee  for  inviting  the  Tribe  to  present  oral  testimony  and  submit  this  written 
statement  before  you  on  an  extremdy  important  issue  to  the  Tribe:  Completion  of  the  Animas-La 
Plata  Project  ("ALP"  or  "Project"),  an  integral  part  of  the  United  State's  obligations  under  the  1988 
Act  and  1986  Settlement  Agreement.  ALP  will  provide  water  for  both  Indians  and  non-Indians  in 
Southwest  Colorado  and  Northwest  New  Mexico. 

I.  Funding  Request: 

It  is  our  understanding  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  will  request  $10  million  for  ALP  in  FY  1997.  (jiven 
this  Tribe's  deq)  understanding  of  the  environmental,  economic  and  political  issues  surrounding  and 
underlying  ALP,  we  strongly  believe  $10  million  to  be  insufficient.  Local  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
engineers  and  construction  staff  estimate  that  $36.5  million  could  be  obligated  in  FY  1997. 

Both  Colorado  Ute  Tribes  have  worked  extensively  with  Reclamation,  in  Ehirango,  Grand  Junction, 
Salt  Lake  City  and  here  in  Washington,  DC.  throu^  PL.  93-638  Sdf-Determination  on 
environmental  contpliance  required  for  ALP  and  rdated  economic  issues.  We  are  supronely  confident 
the  ALP  Fmal  Environmental  Statement  will  survive  any  federal  court  challenge  and  that  construction 
could  b^in  later  this  summer. 

What  we  understand  as  the  Administration's  budget  request  for  ALP  of  $10  million  will  amply  not 
cover  the  costs  of  the  following  first-year  constniction  and  environmental  related  expaises: 

A        Foundation  work  for  Ridges  Basin  Dam. 

B.         Initial  construction  of  the  Durango  Pumping  Plant. 
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C.  Relocation  of  the  Northwest  Gas  pipeline  out  of  Ridges  Basin  Reservoir  area. 

D.  Purchase  of  Elk  range  habitat  surrounding  Ridges. 

E.  Purchase  of  addition  lands  surrounding  Ridges  Baaa 

It  is  important  for  the  Committee  to  understand  that  if  accepted,  fiill  FY  1997  funding  for  ALP  wll 
support  Tribal  sdf-determination  immensely.  Through  the  same  process  the  Tribe  used  to  asast 
Redamation  with  environmental  compliance,  we  will  again  look  to  P.L.  93-638  Self-Determination 
contracts  to  complete  construction.  Please  view  tribal  construction  of  ALP  as  I  do;  as  an  investment  in 
my  Tribe's  fiiture  and  in  ensuring  the  United  States  lives  up  to  its  promises  to  Indian  tribes.  As  we  did 
last  year,  we  are  again  requesting  any  assistance  the  Committee  can  provide  during  these  times  of  fiscal 
constraint  to  increase  the  Administration's  budget  request  for  ALP.  The  Committee's  unwavering 
support  for  this  Project  and  the  Settiement  Agreemait  and  Act  is  sincerely  appreciated. 

n.         "Proceed  Without  Delav."  the  1995  Congressional  Mandate: 

A  turning  point  in  the  long  history  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  occurred  in  October  of  1995,  when 
Congress  and  the  Preadent  agreed  to  insert  the  following  language  into  the  1996  Energy  an  Water 
Appropriations  Bill: 

In  order  to  insure  the  timely  implementation  of  the  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Water  Rights 
Settlement  Act  of  1988,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  directed  to  proceed  without 
dday  with  construction  of  those  &cilities  in  conformance  with  the  final  biological 
opinion  for  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  dated  October 
25,  1991. 

With  the  much  jq)preciated  help  of  the  Tribes,  at  the  end  of  March,  1996,  Reclamation  will  issue  what 
can  only  be  described  as  masave  environmental  documentation  to  comply  with  NEPA  and  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  This  documentation,  which  includes  a  comprehensive  Final  Supplement  to  the  1980 
Environmental  Statement  and  one  of  the  most  complete  Section  404  (Clean  Water  Act)  alternatives 
analysis,  is  the  work  product  of  an  enormous  number  of  people.  Working  together  with  Reclamation 
and  the  Tribes  have  been  several  other  signatories  to  the  Srttiement  Agreement  including  the  United 
States  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service,  the  States  of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  and  many  non-Indian  water 
users  in  those  states. 

By  inaeasing  fiinding  for  ALP,  the  Conunittee  sends  a  message  to  the  Secretary  that  last  year's 
Congressional  directive  must  be  complied  with:  Proceed  without  delay. 

in.        ALP  Environmental  Compliance  and  Applicable  Law  on  Injunctions: 

While  Project  opponents  such  as  the  Sierra  Club  continue  to  complain  of  ALP  environmental 
problons,  as  noted  above,  we  are  confident  that  no  material  &ilure  in  environmental  documentation  or 
analysis  exists.  Moreover,  to  date  no  ALP  opponent  has  identified  any  irreparable  injury  to  important 
environmental  resources  caused  by  the  Project  such  as  those  wWch  existed  in  the  context  of  the  Two 
Forks  Dam  project  vetoed  by  the  EPA  in  1 990. 
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As  a  result,  no  Project  opponent  can  obtain  an  injunction  stopping  the  prompt  construction  of  ALP 
after  issuaiKC  of  the  Record  of  Decision  by  Reclamation  and  review  by  EPA  this  spring.  In  Amoco 
Production  Co.  v.  Village  of  GambdL  480  U.S.  541  (1987),  the  Supreme  Court  confirmed  that  an 
injunction  will  not  lie  even  in  the  &ce  of  stipulated  &ilures  of  environmental  analyas  or  compliance. 

To  the  contraiy,  an  injunction  will  only  lie  if  irrq)arable  ii^uiy  to  important  environmental  resources  is 
shown,  spedfically,  injury  which  is  permanent  or  at  least  of  long  duration.  At  the  same  time,  an 
injunction  will  not  lie  if  the  public  interest  does  not  &vor  it  In  the  view  of  the  Tribes,  the  commitment 
of  Congress  and  the  President  of  the  United  States  in  the  1996  Energy  and  V/ater  Appropriations  Act 
sets  forth  an  unequivocal  public  interest  to  "proceed  without  delay"  with  construction  of  ALP. 

Based  on  the  extensive  environmental  documentation  prepared  by  the  1986  S^ement  Agreement 
signatories  and  the  consideration  of  all  "relevant  fictors,"  we  see  no  basis  for  a  federal  court  to  find 
that  Reclamation's  anticipated  Record  of  Dedsion  to  proceed  with  ALP  would  be  arbitrary  and 
capricious.  Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturers  Assodation  v.  State  Farm  Mutual  Automobile  Insurance 
Ca  ,463  U.S.  29,  43-44  (1983). 

rv.       Conclusion: 

The  Ute  Mountain  Ute  and  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribes  -  and  their  non-Indian  partners  in  the 
Settlement  Agreement  and  Act  -  deserve  congressional  support  to  construct  ALP.  The  Tribes  have 
relinquished  their  water  ri^its  claims  and  have  expended  thousands  of  hours  and  amilarly  great  sums 
of  money  to  assure  fiill  environmental  compliance.  We  look  forward  to  Congress  now  stepping 
forward  to  fiilfill  the  commitment  of  the  United  States. 

Ilie  Tribe  sends  its  best  wishes  to  those  on  the  Committee  w^  are  retiring  fi-om  Congress  after  the 
current terni^While  we  tnily  appreciate  Chairman  Myers  and  Congressman  Bevill-staunch  support  of 
our  efiforts  for  solnany  y^rs,^ouwi]l  be  sincerely  missed  in  the  ytaisjsxeome7 

Thank  you  for  your  considenitioa 
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Mr.  McInnis.  Mr.  Chairman,  Sherry  Galloway  is  Chairwoman  of 
the  San  Juan  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners. 

Ms.  Galloway.  Good  afternoon  and  thank  you  again.  I  am  the 
New  Mexico  component  of  this  group,  and  I  bring  you  greetings 
from  your  friend,  Jim  Dimlop,  from  rural  water  who  has  been  be- 
fore you  many  times. 

I  would  like  to  let  you  know  what  this  project  means  to  New 
Mexico  today.  In  our  contract  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  we 
are  able  to  use  that  water  without  construction,  and  we  did  get  di- 
version rights  from  our  State  engineer,  and  today  we  have  commu- 
nities in  New  Mexico  using  Animas-LaPlata  water  to  provide  a 
legal  and  safe  drinking  water  supply  for  their  community  members. 
So  this  project  has  meaning  for  us  today,  and  of  course  we  need 
that  storage  very  badly  also. 

Where  the  snow  pack  is  something  like  90  percent  below  normal 
and  we  wish  we  had 

Mr.  Myers.  We  would  give  you  some  off  ours. 

Ms.  Galloway.  We  would  take  it,  sir.  We  would  certainly  take 
it.  And  I  was  going  to  point  out  again  the  importance  of  having 
that  storage. 

Lastly,  I  would  just  like  to  say  that  we  non-Indian  partners  in 
this  Animas-LaPlata  project  want  to  have  those  Indian  water 
rights  settled,  and  there  is  the  way  to  do  it,  and  we  also  want  to 
see  economic  development  on  and  off  reservation  and  this  is  the 
only  way  we  are  going  to  get  it. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  time. 

Mr.  Myers.  Appreciate  it. 

Mr.  McInnis.  Mr.  Chairman,  finally  we  have  Steve  Harris,  Presi- 
dent of  the  Animas-LaPlata  Water  Board. 

Mr.  Harris.  I  have  with  me  Pat  Grier,  who  is  also  on  the  Board 
of  Directors  of  the  Animas-LaPlata  conservancy  district.  Pat  is  one 
of  the  ranchers  that  will  receive  irrigation  water  from  the  project. 
He  has  been  having  to  haul  water  from  a  spring  near  his  house  his 
whole  life  in  order  to  have  suitable  drinking  water,  and  this  project 
would  fix  some  of  those  problems. 

I  trust  that  a  year  or  two  from  now  you  will  have  more  time  on 
your  hands,  so  don't  be  a  stranger  out  our  way.  Come  out  and  have 
a  good  time. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  just  may  come  out.  I  will  have  to  hitchhike  to 
Utah. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  are  looking  for  some  fishing  holes.  Do  you  have 
some  out  there? 

Mr.  Harris.  Several. 

Mr.  Bevill.  John  and  I  will  get  us  a  can  of  worms  and  a  couple 
of  canes  and  some  fish  hooks  and  we  might  come  on  out. 

Mr.  Harris.  And  we  will  clean  them  for  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Good. 

Mr.  Myers.  That  takes  away  the  fun. 

Mr.  Harris.  And  help  you  eat  them  maybe,  too. 

We  think  1997  is  our  big  year.  We  have  got  all  of  it  together.  The 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  done  a  supplemental  EIS,  and  from 
what  we  hear  it  is  one  of  the  best,  most  thorough  ones  done.  We 
are  not  sure  it  is  bulletproof  but  it  is  as  close  as  it  can  be. 
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We  think  we  have  the  Endangered  Species  Act  taken  care  of,  and 
we  think  1997  is  our  year,  and  that  is  why  we  are  asking  for  the 
full  amount  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  thinks  they  can  han- 
dle, which  is  the  $36.5  million.  That  is  kind  of  why  we  are  here 
today,  and  I  will  close  it  with  that. 

Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Harris  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF 

STEVE  HARRIS 

PRESIDENT,  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS 

ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  WATER  CONSERVANCY  DISTRICT 

and 

PAT  GREER 

MEMBER,  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS 

ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  WATER  CONSERVANCY  DISTRICT 

before  the 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  6,  1996 
Washington,  D.C. 

SUMMARY  OF  SPECfflC  ACTION  REQUESTED 

APPROPRIATION  OF  FUNDS  FOR 

CONSTRUCTION  OF 

THE  ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  WATER  RESOURCE  DEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 

IN  THE  STATES  OF  COLORADO  AND  NEW  MEXICO 
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Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Committee: 


I  am  Steve  Harris,  President  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Animas- La  Plata  Water  Conservancy 
District.  I  am  accompanied  today  by  Pat  Greer,  one  of  our  Board  members. 

Since  the  creation  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Water  Conservancy  District  in  1981,  our  District  has 
cooperated  closely  with  the  two  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Tribes,  and  the  states  of  Colorado  and  New 
Mexico,  to  achieve  construction  of  the  .Aaimas-La  Plata  Water  Resoiirce  Development  Project. 
During  the  15  years  of  its  existence,  the  District  has  successfully  met  challenges  to  its  very  existence 
in  both  state  and  federal  courts.  The  District  negotiated  a  repayment  contract  for  the  construction 
of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  with  the  United  States,  through  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  which 
was  overwhelmingly  approved  at  a  1987  District  general  election.  The  District  participated  in 
successful  Project  cost  sharing  negotiations  as  required  by  the  Congress  and  was  an  active  participant 
in  the  successful  negotiation  of  the  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement  Agreement  with 
the  State  of  Colorado  and  the  two  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Tribes.  In  addition,  the  Animas-La  Plata 
Water  Conservancy  District  strongly  supported  the  passage  of  the  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Water  Rights 
Senlement  Act  (P.L.  100-585)  by  Congress  in  1988. 

Today,  we  again  appear  before  this  Committee  requesting  your  support  for  appropriations  to  allow 
the  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  to  move  forward.  It  is  our  understanding  that  the 
Administration  may  request  as  much  as  $10  miUion  for  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project 
during  fiscal  year  1997.  While  we  are  gratified  by  this  request,  which  doubles  the  funding  requested 
by  the  Administration  for  FY  1996,  the  Administration's  request  falls  far  short  of  the  $36.5  million 
which  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  capable  of  expending  on  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata 
Project  for  fiscal  year  1997.  Appropriation  of  all  these  flinds  is  needed  to  enable  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  to  move  forward  with  the  long-delayed  "First  Phase"  of  the  Project,  which  provides 
water  for  irrigation  and  municipal  and  industrial  uses,  for  both  Indians  and  non-Indians,  in 
Southwestern  Colorado  and  Northwestern  New  Mexico.  We  urge  yoiu^  consideration  and  support 
for  this  full  appropriation,  which  will  ensure  that  the  United  States  keeps  its  word  not  only  to  the 
Colorado  Ute  Indian  Tribes,  but  also  to  the  non-Indian  water  users  in  our  state. 

Opponents  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  refuse  to  recognize  that  federal  commitments  were  made 
to  the  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Tribes  and  the  water  users  in  Northwestern  New  Mexico  and 
Southwestem  Colorado.  Public  Law  104-46,  which  was  enacted  on  November  13,  1995,  and  signed 
by  President  Clinton,  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  proceed  without  delay  with  construction 
of  Project  Phase  One  facihties.  The  appropriation  of  funds  to  support  Reclamation's  fiill  capability 
will  enable  the  Secretary  to  comply  with  this  Congressional  mandate. 

Despite  the  directives  of  the  Congress  and  the  Administration,  opponents  of  the  Animas-La  Plata 
Project,  realizing  that  the  Project's  lengthy  and  costly  environmental  compliance  period  is  coming  to 
a  close,  now  seek  to  further  delay  Project  construction  by  questioning  the  repayment  capabihty  of 
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Project  beneficiaries  based  on  non-decisional  Reclamation  documents.  Contrary  to  the  assertions  of 
Project  opponents,  both  the  Animas-La  Plata  Water  Conservancy  District,  and  the  San  Juan  Water 
Commission  of  New  Mexico,  have  signed  valid  repayment  contracts  with  the  United  States.  The 
electors  in  both  Southwestern  Colorado  and  Northwestern  New  Mexico  voted  overwhelmingly  in 
favor  of  those  repayment  contracts.  In  their  efforts  to  cause  additional  delay,  the  opponents  of  the 
Project  ignore  the  1986  Cost  Sharing  Agreement  with  the  United  States  government.  We  are  aware 
of  Reclamation's  recent  economic  analysis,  which  unfortunately  fails  to  take  into  consideration  the 
vast  economic  benefits  of  the  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement  Agreement  and  which 
allocates  costs  to  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  without  any  requirement  to  do  so  under  any  federal 
guidelines  or  law.  Reclamation's  failure  to  provide  appropriate  economic  justification  for  the 
Animas-La  Plata  Project  reflects  the  creation  by  Reclamation  and  its  peer  reviewers  of  new  ways  to 
impugn  the  integrity  of  the  Project,  rather  than  set  forth  the  Project's  true  benefits. 

Among  the  new  and  inventive  costs  now  attributed  to  the  Project  are:  sahnity  increases  -  15%  of  the 
total;  OM&R  costs  which  assiune  "market  value"  for  Project  energy  rather  than  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act  ("CRSP")  power  costs  to  which  the  Project  is  entitled  -  8.3%  of  the  total;  and 
costs  attributable  to  the  loss  of  downstream  power  generation  -  15%  of  the  total.  These  three  items 
in  Reclamation's  1995  Project  cost  allocation,  not  mandated  by  the  principles  and  guidehnes,  alone 
increase  Project  costs  approximately  41%. 

Anticipating  the  results  of  such  a  Reclamation  cost  analysis,  the  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Tribes  and  the 
Animas-La  Plata  Water  Conservancy  District  retained  Bookman-Edmonston  Engineering,  Inc.,  to 
provide  a  benefit-cost  analysis  of  the  Project  that  takes  into  account  the  benefits  of  the  Colorado  Ute 
Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement  Agreement,  as  well  as  indirect  benefits,  and  a  fair  review  of  the 
agricultural  benefits,  of  the  Project.  Not  surprisingly,  the  Bookman-Edmonston  Benefit  Cost  Analysis 
shows  a  very  favorable  benefit-cost  ratio  for  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project. 

I  would  also  hke  to  briefly  comment  on  the  recent  report  commissioned  by  the  opponents  of  the 
Animas-La  Plata  Project  entitled  "Alternatives  to  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project."  These  proposed 
"alternatives"  do  not  satisfy  the  purpose  of  the  Project  as  authorized  by  the  Congress  and,  more 
importantly,  do  not  satisfy  federal  commitments  in  the  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Water  Rights  Final 
Settlement  Agreement.  The  "akematives"  propose  to  satisfy  Ute  Moimtain  Ute  reserved  water  rights 
fi-omthe  rights  of  existing  irrigators  contrary  to  the  major  emphasis  of  the  settlement  negotiations  for 
the  Tribes'  reserved  water  rights,  a  win-win  sittiation  for  both  Indians  and  non-Indians.  In  addition, 
the  lands  of  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribe  to  be  served  under  the  "alternatives"  were  removed  fi'om 
the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  in  the  1970's  because  of  high  sahnity.  The  Sierra  Club's  alternatives  are 
not  alternatives  to  the  Project. 

In  effect,  the  opponents  of  the  Project  are  saying  that  because  they  do  not  like  the  Agreement  that 
was  reached  by  the  Congress,  the  two  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Tribes,  the  States  of  Colorado  and  New 
Mexico,  and  the  water  conservancy  districts,  these  entities  should  negotiate  a  new  agreement  which 
the  opponents  believe  would  be  better.  The  opponents  of  the  Project  had  ample  opportunity  to 
participate  with  the  Tribe's  reserved  water  rights  negotiation  process  ft-om  1984  through  1988. 
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Subsequent  to  the  enactment  of  the  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement  Act,  the  Sierra 
Club  and  other  environmental  organizations  were  invited  to  participate  in  the  development  of  a 
reasonable  and  prudent  alternative  for  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  under  the  Endangered  Species 
Act.  The  environmental  groups,  however,  have  reftised  to  participate  in  the  recovery  implementation 
program  designed  to  both  recover  the  endangered  fish  in  the  San  Juan  River  and  allow  water 
resource  development  to  continue.  They  believe  that  a  successful  recovery  implementation  program 
will  allow  construction  of  the  Project  as  mandated  by  Congress. 

In  closing,  let  me  say  that  while  major  public  benefits  are  hard  to  come  by  these  days,  the  Animas-La 
Plata  Project  is  a  major  public  benefit  that  deserves  construction.  Opponents  urge  the  Congress  to 
breach  the  promises  made  to  the  Indians  and  non-Indians  in  Southwestern  Colorado  and 
Northwestern  New  Mexico,  arguing  that  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  promises  are  too  costly  to  be 
kept.  Neither  this  Committee  nor  the  Congress  should  accept  such  an  argument.  Project  cost 
increases  caused  by  delays  resulting  fi-om  the  abuse  of  environmental  laws  do  not  justify  the  United 
States  government  breaking  its  promises  to  its  citizens,  both  Indian  and  non-Indian  alike.  The  Board 
of  Directors  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Water  Conservancy  District  has  faith  that  Congress  will  fulfill 
its  obUgations  by  proceeding  with  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project,  as  long  promised. 
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Mr.  McInnis.  That  concludes  our  testimony,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  just  want  to  say — excuse  me,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  saw 
Fred  in  here  a  while  ago.  His  hair  wasn't  even  gray  when  we  start- 
ed on  this  project,  you  know.  As  I  understand,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
are  at  the  point  that  we  are  ready  to  start  moving  dirt. 

Mr.  BuRCH.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bevill.  That  is  what  we  have  been  looking  for.  So  looking 
back,  maybe  that  is  why  the  Chairman  and  I  decided  it  is  time  to 
retire.  We  finished  this  project.  We  got  it  started. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  thought  that  10  years  ago,  too.  I  might  add,  of 
course,  you  know  you  have  had  two  friends  on  this  committee.  Mr. 
Bevill  and  I  have  both  been  battling  for  it.  But  you  are  the  people 
really  that  have  kept  it  going,  so  we  thank  you  for  that,  too.  It  has 
been  a  pleasure  working  with  you. 

Sorry  you  had  to  come  back  here  so  often,  but  it  certainly  hasn't 
been  our  making.  Not  yours  either,  but  these  things  do  happen. 
You  have  been  persistent.  It  is  a  good  program  and  we  have  been 
convinced  of  that  fact,  so  we  thank  each  of  you.  Gosh,  the  three  of 
you  have  been  back  for  a  long  time.  And  Ray  Kogovsek.  It  has  been 
a  former  Members  day  here. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Ray  also  had  black  hair  when  we  started 

this. 

Mr.  Myers.  Yes.  And  all  of  you,  we  appreciate  the  help  you  have 
given  this  committee.  So  thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  McInnis.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you, 
Ron. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
TENNESSEE  PROJECTS 
WITNESS 

HON.  BART  GORDON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  TENNESSEE 

Mr.  Myers.  Congressman  Gordon  from  Tennessee.  Your  pre- 
pared statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record  and  you  may  proceed 
for  5  minutes  as  you  like. 

Mr.  Gordon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill.  Like  I 
am  sure  many  folks  have  told  you,  today  I  regret  that  this  will  be 
the  last  time  that  I  will  have  to  be  before  you.  But  hopefully  we 
will  at  least  have  time  for  fellowship  for  the  rest  of  this  year  and 
hopefully  we  will  have  a  chance  to  continue  to 

Mr.  Myers.  You  have  us  around  for  another  10  months. 

Mr.  GrORDON.  Grood.  I  do  thank  you  for  all  your  courtesies  in  the 
past.  As  you  recommended,  I  will  submit  my  fiiU  testimony  to  the 
committee  and  try  to  be  very  brief. 

I  am  back  once  again  on  a  project  close  to  my  heart  and  that  is 
the  black  fox  Oaklands  and  Murfree  Springs  wetlands  area  in  my 
hometown  of  Murfreesboro,  Tennessee. 

Knowing  this  is  a  period  where  expanding  requests  for  funds  but 
shrinking  resources  for  funds,  I  am  here  to  just  make  a  single  re- 
quest and  that  is  for  an  appropriation  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
in  the  amount  of  $435,000  in  planning,  engineering,  and  design 
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funds  for  the  black  fox  and  Oakland  and  Murfree  Springs  wetlands 
preservation  and  education  project. 

These  funds  will  preserve  an  area  of  natural  wetlands  in  my 
home  town  of  Murfreesboro  and  will  plan  and  design  an  environ- 
mental educational  center  which  will  interpret  the  wetlands  so  that 
area  students,  residents,  and  visitors  to  middle  Tennessee  can 
learn  about  our  natural  ecosystem. 

As  I  say,  you  have  been  very  helpful  in  the  past  and  because  of 
your  appropriations  we  have  been  able  to  have  an  environmental 
assessment,  a  master  plan  to  study  environmental  resources.  The 
whole  works  has  been  done  here.  In  addition  to  that,  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  and 
the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  have  all  been  fulfilled. 

As  this  gentleman  said,  it  was  his  year.  I  understand  more  and 
more  as  I  get  into  these  things.  There  is  the  association  of  this  or 
the  council  of  that  that  you  have  to  go  through  all  the  forms  and 
I  think  we  have  done  all  those  things.  In  addition,  we  have  a  lot 
of  community  support. 

To  just  bring  you  up  or  remind  you  again  quickly,  my  hometown 
of  Murfreesboro  is  the  geographic  center  of  Tennessee.  It  is  a  very 
flat  area.  Mr.  Evans  dammed  up  the  rivers  that  were  back  a  little 
few  years  ago  and  now  everything  is  just  dry.  But  there  is  unique- 
ly, in  our  hometown,  a  small  wetland  area.  It  is  about  30  acres 
smack  dab  in  the  middle  of  town  where  the  old  water  plant  used 
to  be. 

So  the  city  is  leaving  the  old  water  plant.  It  will  turn  it  over  to 
an  environmental  group  there  so  they  can  make  an  environmental 
center  out  of  it.  We  have  the  State  government  that  is  going  to  pur- 
chase the  land  around  it,  and  so  it  is  really  coming  together,  but 
what  we  need  is  those  additional  funds  for  the  planning,  only  the 
planning  part  of  how  they  can  restore  this  building.  That  is  what 
we  are  requesting  and  I  certainly  hope  that  within  those  scarce  re- 
sources that  you  might  find  a  place  for  that. 

I  will  join  Mr.  Bevill  on  my  way  to  vote  and  allow  you  to  continue 
with  this,  but  thank  you  again  for  your  courtesies,  and  my  prayers 
are  with  you  in  this  tough  time. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Thank  you,  Bart.  We  will  do  the  best  we 
can.  I  am  going  to  leave  at  3:30  to  go  up  and  see  how  she  is  getting 
along. 

Mr.  Gordon.  You  need  to. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Gordon  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  REP.  BART  GORDON 

ENERGY  AND  HATER  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

MARCH  6,  1996 

I  want  to  thank  the  Chairman  Myers  and  Ranking  Member  Bevill 
for  this  opportunity  to  testify  before  the  Energy  and  Water 
Subcommittee  on  your  Fiscal  Year  1997  Appropriations  Bill. 

I  am  requesting  one  appropriation  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
section  of  the  Fiscal  Year  1997  bill.   My  request  is  for  $435,000 
in  planning,  engineering  and  design  funds  for  the  Black  Fox, 
Oaklands  and  Murfree  Springs  wetland  preservation  and  educational 
project.   These  funds  will  preserve  an  area  of  natural  wetlands 
in  my  hometown  of  Murfreesboro,  Tennessee  and  will  plan  and 
design  an  environmental  educational  center  which  will  interpret 
the  wetlands  so  that  area  students,  residents  and  visitors  to 
middle  Tennessee  can  learn  about  our  natural  ecosystem  first 
hand. 

I  continue  to  actively  work  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure  Subcommittee  on  Water 
Resources  and  the  Environment  to  authorize  this  project  in  the 
Water  Resource  Development  Act  of  1996.   The  project  was  included 
in  the  1994  Chairman's  mark  for  the  Water  Resource  Development 
Act  reauthorization  bill  and  I  am  hopeful  that  it  is  included  in 
this  year's  version  of  this  legislation. 

In  fiscal  years  199  3  and  1994  the  Subcommittee  provided  the 
Corps  with  $240,000  to  conduct  an  environmental  assessment, 
master  plan  and  reconnaissance  study  which  inventories  existing 
environmental  resources,  proposes  the  best  way  to  preserve  and 
interpret  the  resources  and  coordinates  local  sponsors  who  will 
operate  and  maintain  the  project  once  it's  up  and  running.    I 
have  provided  the  subcommittee  with  a  copy  of  the  reconnaissance 
study  and  environmental  assessment  and  the  master  plan.   The 
requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) , 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  and  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  have  been  fulfilled. 

Last  year,  the  Committee  included  $200,000  in  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  General  Investigations  account  for  further  planning  of 
the  Black  Fox,  Oakland  and  Murfree  Springs  wetlands  preservation 
project.   This  year's  $435,000  request  will  complete  those 
planning  projects. 

As  I've  stated  on  previous  occasions,  Murfreesboro  is  in 
Rutherford  county  which  is  one  of  the  50  fastest  growing  counties 
in  the  country.  I  am  excited  about  the  continued  economic 
development  of  my  hometown,  but  I  fear  some  of  the  area's  finest 
environmental  resources  will  be  forever  lost  to  development  if 
immediate  action  is  not  taken. 

The  community's  support  for  this  project  and  its  commitment 
to  preserving  the  wetlands  remains  strong.   The  Black  Fox, 
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Murfree  and  Oakland  Springs  wetlands  provide  critical  flood 
control  and  water  quality  enhancement  in  addition  to  being  the 
natural  habitat  for  several  plants  which  are  on  the  State's 
endangered  species  list.   The  wetlands  store  stormwater  runoff 
and  provide  a  natural  underground  drainage  system.   The  Corps  has 
estimated  that  without  this  natural  underground  drainage  system 
flood  depths  on  Lytle  Creek,  which  runs  through  the  middle  of 
Murfreesboro,  would  be  four  feet  higher  than  they  are  presently. 

The  purpose  of  this  preservation  project  and  the 
interpretative  environmental  education  center  is  to: 

1)  Preserve  the  wetlands  and  maintain  the  flood  control 
role  they  play. 

2)  Preserve  the  wetland  ecosystems  which  support  wildlife 
and  several  endangered  species  of  plant  life  which  are 
indigenous  to  the  area. 

3)  Provide  for  an  environmental  education  center  which 

will: 

a)  educate  elementary,  secondary  and  post-secondary 
students  and  the  general  public  about  wetland 
environments; 

b)  provide  a  facility  from  which  research  can  be 
conducted  by  the  Middle  Tennessee  State  University 
faculty  and  students; 

c)  allow  local  school  districts  to  develop  an 
environmental  related  curriculum  and  instruct  teachers 
how  best  to  teach  the  hands  on  courses  at  the 
environmental  center. 

4)  Interpret  the  natural  benefits  and  components  of  the 
wetlands  including  flood  control,  water  quality  improvement, 
wildlife  and  aquatic  life  habitats. 

5)  Teach  students,  residents  and  visitors  to  the  area  what 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  other  governmental  agencies 
are  doing  to  protect  wetlands  and  how  each  citizen  can  help 
preserve  wetland  environments. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  I  am  working  with  Chairman  Boehlert 
and  ranking  Democrat  Robert  Borski  of  the  Water  Resources  and  the 
Environment  subcommittee  to  authorize  this  project  in  this  year's 
Water  Resources  Development  Act  reauthorization.   As  you  know, 
normal  procedure  to  authorize  and  appropriate  Corps  of  Engineers 
projects  is  four  step  process:  (l)  reconnaissance  study,  (2) 
feasibility  study,  (3)  Planning,  Engineering  and  Design  stage, 
and  (4)  construction.   After  lengthy  consultation  with  the 
Nashville  Corps  and  considerable  review  of  the  purpose  and  intent 
of  each  step,  in  an  attempt  to  save  time  and  money  we  decided  to 
fold  the  feasibility  study  into  the  master  plan  and 
reconnaissance  study. 
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The  reasoning  for  this  consolidation  is  three-fold.   First, 
the  four  step  process  is  designed  for  large,  complicated  Corps 
projects  like  locks,  dams,  and  flood  dikes  which  cost  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  to  construct  and  take  many  years  to  complete. 
The  project  for  which  I  am  seeking  funding  is  not  to  this  scale. 
Second,  the  reconnaissance  study  and  the  master  plan  together 
provide  enough  information  to  accurately  estimate  costs  and 
prepare  project  plans  and  specifications.   Third,  the  feasibility 
study  will  be  duplicative  and  add  cost  to  the  overall  project's 
bottom  line  and  extend  the  life  of  the  project. 

I  would  greatly  appreciate  your  support  for  this  request 
during  markup.   As  always,  I  stand  ready  to  help  this 
Subcommittee  with  any  information  that  it  might  find  useful. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

IRIS  Z.  BLETSCH,  CHAIRMAN,  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS,  CLARK  COUNTY 
REGIONAL  FLOOD  CONTROL  DISTRICT 

Mr.  Myers.  Next  we  have  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Directors  for 
the  Clark  County  Regional  Flood  Control  District. 

As  usual,  your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the  record 
and  for  the  next  5  minutes  you  may  proceed  as  you  like. 

Ms.  Bletsch.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I 
am  Iris  Bletsch,  Chairman  of  the  Clark  County  Flood  Control  Dis- 
trict, and  with  me  today  is  Gale  Fraser,  the  General  Manager  and 
Chief  Engineer  of  the  Flood  Control  District. 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  allowing  us  the  opportunity  to  ap- 
pear before  you  today.  I  am  here  to  present  testimony  in  support 
of  the  appropriations  necessary  for  the  United  States  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  continue  the  construction  of  the  Tropicana/Fla- 
mingo  Washes  Flood  Control  Project.  This  project  is  located  in  the 
rapidly  growing  Las  Vegas  Valley  in  southern  Nevada. 

The  Las  Vegas  Valley  has  experienced  unprecedented  growth 
over  the  past  25  years,  and  all  signs  indicate  that  this  growth  will 
continue  well  into  the  future.  Clark  County's  population  has 
boomed  from  608,000  to  well  over  1  million  in  the  past  decade.  The 
latest  statistics  show  that  nearly  19,500  homes  are  built  annually. 
Once  all  these  factors  are  combined,  the  result  is  that  the  Las 
Vegas  Valley  is  one  of  the  fastest  growing  areas  in  our  Nation. 

Since  1960,  the  area  has  also  experienced  at  least  seven  million- 
dollar  floods,  floods  which  caused  in  excess  of  $1  million  in  dam- 
ages to  public  and  private  properties.  In  the  same  time  frame  at 
least  23  people  have  lost  their  lives  in  nine  separate  flash  flood 
events.  In  1990,  three  people  died  in  separate  flooding  incidents; 
two  drownings  occurred  in  1992,  and  in  1995  there  was  still  an- 
other death  by  drowning. 

Much  of  this  devastation  and  loss  of  life  has  occurred  along  the 
Flamingo  Wash.  In  all  likelihood,  the  levels  of  damages  and  deaths 
would  have  been  severely  diminished  or  may  have  been  nonexist- 
ent had  the  projects  proposed  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  been 
in  place. 

The  plan  identified  in  the  Corps'  engineering  feasibility  study  for 
the  Tropicana  and  Flamingo  Washes  project  includes  features  that 
consist  of  four  debris  basins,  four  detention  basins,  28  miles  of  pri- 
mary channels,  and  a  network  of  lateral  collector  channels. 

In  September  of  1995,  construction  of  the  first  feature  of  the 
project,  the  red  rock  detention  basin,  began.  Construction  is  well 
under  way  with  completion  projected  for  this  May.  Although  this 
will  be  the  first  feature  constructed,  the  immediate  benefits  will  be 
the  removal  of  approximately  5  square  miles  of  alluvial  fan  flood 
zones. 

Details  of  the  administration's  fiscal  year  1997  civil  works  budget 
request  will  not  be  made  available  until  after  the  appropriations 
hearing.  Therefore,  testimony  regarding  this  budget  request  is 
based  upon  the  project  cooperation  agreement  and  accompanying  fi- 
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nancial  plan  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  February  of  1995.  The 
approved  financial  plan  for  fiscal  year  1997  identifies  required  Fed- 
eral appropriations  of  $23,178,000.  This  funding  will  allow  for  the 
continued  design  and  construction  of  this  desperately  needed  flood 
control  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an  important  public  safety  project  de- 
signed to  provide  flood  protection  for  one  of  the  fastest  growing 
urban  areas  in  our  Nation.  We  ask  that  you  provide  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  with  the  $23,178,000  as  stated  in  the  approved  finan- 
cial plan  for  this  project  in  order  to  allow  the  United  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  the  design  and  construction  of  addi- 
tional phases  of  this  project.  And  also,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  respect- 
fully request  the  opportunity  to  offer  additional  comments  after  the 
detailed  administration's  fiscal  year  1997  civil  works  budget  re- 
quest is  released. 

And,  finally,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am 
sure  you  are  aware  that  proactive  flood  control  is  the  investment 
required  to  prevent  loss  of  life  and  property  damage.  Flood  control 
is  a  wise  investment  that  will,  in  the  long  run,  pay  for  itself  by  pre- 
serving life  and  property  and  reducing  the  probability  of  repeatedly 
asking  the  Federal  Government  for  disaster  assistance.  Therefore, 
when  balancing  the  Federal  budget,  a  thorough  analysis  should 
prove  that  there  will  be  a  substantial  future  Federal  savings  in  dis- 
aster assistance  that  will  warrant  the  continued  level  of  funding 
through  the  civil  works  budget  appropriations. 

Thank  you  for  your  time.  Mr.  Fraser  and  I  will  be  happy  to  an- 
swer any  questions  you  might  have,  and  I  would  like  to  add  one 
personal  thing.  I,  too,  will  miss  you.  Chairman.  It  has  been  a  pleas- 
ure to  work  with  you,  and  I  am  sorry  I  missed  the  opportunity  to 
tell  the  same  to  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  will  pass  it  on  to  Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you  very 
much  for  your  very  fine  testimony  once  again. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Bletsch  follows:] 
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CONSTTRUCTION  APPROPRIATION  OF  $23,178,000 

FOR  THE  USACOE  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT  ON  THE 

TROPICANA  AND  FLAMINGO  WASHES 

LAS  VEGAS,  NEVADA 


Prepared  for  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 

Ebuse  of  Representatiyes 

Committee  on  Appropriations 


presNited  by 

Iris  Z.  Bletsdi 

Chairman,  Board  of  Directors 

Clark  County  R^onal  Flood  Control  District 

March  6, 1996 
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Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Committee,  I'm  Iris  Bletsch,  the  Chairman  of  the  Clarlc 
County  Regional  Flood  Control  District  Board  of  Directors.  With  me  today  Is  Gale  Fraser, 
the  General  Manager  and  Chief  Engineer  of  the  Flood  Control  District.  I  would  like  to 
start  by  thanking  you  for  allowing  us  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today.  I  am 
here  to  present  testimony  in  support  of  the  appropriations  necessary  for  the  US  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  construction  of  the  Tropicana/Flamingo  Washes  flood 
control  project.  This  project  Is  located  in  the  rapidly  growing  Las  Vegas  Valley  in 
Southern  Nevada. 

The  Las  Vegas  Valley  has  experienced  unprecedented  growth  over  the  past  twenty-five 
years  and  all  signs  indicate  that  this  growth  will  continue  for  several  more  years.  People 
have  moved  into  the  area  from  all  parts  of  the  nation  to  seek  employment,  provide 
necessary  services,  and  become  part  of  this  dynamic  community.  Clark  County's 
population  has  boomed  from  608,000  to  slightly  more  than  1  million  during  the  past 
decade.  After  taking  into  account  the  number  of  people  leaving  the  area,  it  is  still 
estimated  that  3,200  people  relocate  to  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  every  month  of  the  year.  The 
latest  statistics  show  that  nearly  19,500  homes  are  built  annually.  Once  all  these  factors 
are  combined,  the  result  is  that  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  is  one  of  the  fastest  growing  areas  in 
the  nation. 

Since  1960,  the  area  has  also  experienced  at  least  seven  "million  dollar  floods"  —  floods 
which  caused  in  excess  of  $1,000,000  in  damages  to  public  and  private  properties.  In  that 
same  time  frame  at  least  23  people  have  lost  their  lives  in  nine  separate  flash  flood  events. 
In  19SN),  three  people  died  in  separate  flooding  incidents,  two  drownings  occurred  in  1992, 
and  in  1995  there  was  still  another  death  by  drowning. 

Much  of  this  devastation  and  loss  of  life  has  occurred  along  the  Flamingo  Wash.  In  all 
likelihood,  the  level  of  damages  and  deaths  would  have  been  severely  diminished  or  would 
have  been  non-existent  had  the  projects  proposed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  been  in  place. 
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These  facilities  are  designed  to  collect  the  flood  flows  rrom  a  160  square  mile  contributing 
drainage  area,  funnel  them  into  detention  basins,  and  then  release  these  flows  through  the 
urbanized  area  of  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  at  non-damaging  rates.  Because  flow  over  the 
alluvial  fans  which  ring  the  Valley  is  so  unpredictable  in  terms  of  the  direction  it  will  take 
during  any  given  flood,  all  of  the  components  of  the  Corps'  plan  are  critical. 

The  plan  identifled  in  the  Corps'  Feasibility  Study  for  the  Tropicana  and  Flamingo  Washes 
Project  includes  four  debris  basins,  four  detention  basins,  28  miles  of  primary  channels, 
and  a  network  of  lateral  collector  channels.  The  debris  basins  are  designed  to  collect  flood 
flows  from  undeveloped  areas  at  the  headwaters  of  the  alluvial  fans  and  trap  large  bedload 
debris  before  it  enters  the  channels  and  causes  erosion  damage.  The  detention  basins  will 
function  to  greatly  reduce  the  magnitude  of  the  flood  Rows  so  that  the  flows  can  be  safely 
released  through  the  developed  urbanized  area  at  non-damaging  rates.  The  outflow  from 
the  debris  basins  and  the  reduced  flows  from  the  detention  basins  will  be  contained  in  the 
primary  channel  system  which  will  also  serve  as  outfalls  for  the  lateral  collector  channels. 
While  this  latter  element  is  considered  to  be  a  non-Federal  element  of  the  entire  plan,  it  is 
a  necessary  element  for  the  plan  to  function  properly. 

The  Feasibility  Report  for  this  project  was  completed  in  October  1991,  and  Congressional 
authorization  was  obtained  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  (WRDA)  of  1$>92.  The 
first  federal  appropriations  to  initiate  construction  of  the  project  became  available  through 
the  Energy  and  Water  Resources  Development  Appropriations  Bill  signed  into  law  by  the 
President  in  October  1993.  Subsequent  appropriations  have  allowed  for  the  continued 
implementation  of  the  project.  Appropriations  to  date  have  totalled  $17,685,000.  The  total 
cost  of  the  project  is  $217,500,000.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  entire  project  will  be 
completed  by  the  year  2002. 
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Certain  elements  of  the  Corps'  plan  have  ah«ady  been  constructed  by  the  local  community 
but  require  modifications  in  order  to  fit  into  the  Corps'  plan  and  fulfill  the  need  for  a  "total 
fan  approach"  to  the  flooding  problems  of  the  Las  Vegas  Valley. 

The  Red  Rock  Detention  Basin  was  constructed  by  Clark  County  in  1985.  In  order  to 
increase  the  level  of  downstream  protection  provided  by  this  feature,  the  releases  from  the 
basin  will  be  reduced  and  its  capacity  to  hold  fiood  waters  will  be  enhanced  by  a 
combination  of  increasing  the  height  of  the  embankment,  and  excavating  additional 
material  from  the  impoundment  area.  Construction  began  in  September  1995  and  is  well 
underway.  It  is  expected  that  this  feature  of  the  overall  project  will  be  completed  in  May 
1996.  Although  this  will  be  the  first  feature  constructed,  the  immediate  benefits  will  be  the 
removal  of  approximately  five  square  miles  of  alluvial  fan  flood  zones. 

Clark  County  also  constructed  the  Uppo*  Flamingo  Detention  Basin.  This  facility  was 
completed  in  February  1992  and  is  one  of  the  main  components  of  the  entire  program. 
Under  the  Corps's  plan,  the  releases  from  this  feature  vrill  also  be  reduced  and  its  storage 
capacity  increased.  The  Hood  Control  District  and  Clark  County  have  been  working  with 
the  local  development  community  in  an  effort  to  have  them  remove  the  excess  sand  and 
gravel  from  the  impoundment  area  of  this  facility.  Our  goal  is  to  have  the  construction 
contractor  for  the  project  remove  this  surplus  material  for  their  own  use  at  no  cost  either 
to  the  Federal  or  local  governments,  thus  providing  a  significant  savings  to  total  project 
costs  as  well  as  to  the  construction  schedule. 

As  local  sponsors  for  this  important  flood  control  project,  both  the  Clark  County  Regional 
Flood  Control  District  and  the  Clark  County  Public  Works  Department  anxiously  anticipate 
the  construction  start  of  each  feature  of  this  project.  The  Project  Cooperation  Agreement 
was  fully  executed  in  Fdbruary  1995  and  construction  of  the  different  features  is  expected 
to  continue  over  the  next  seven  years.  The  District  has  completed  a  right-of-way  acquisition 
plan  which  identifies  the  land  ownership  of  all  of  the  parcels  in  the  area  of  the  Corps' 
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project.  As  soon  as  the  Corps  establishes  the  alignment  for  each  individual  feature  of  the 
project  we  are  in  a  position  that  will  allow  us  to  acquire  the  necessary  parcels  the  most 
expeditious  manner  possible.  The  District  has  also  been  setting  aside  over  $600,000  each 
month  in  order  to  accrue  sufficient  funds  to  meet  our  share  of  the  total  project  costs.  I 
realize  that  this  may  not  sound  like  a  significant  amount  in  terms  of  the  Federal  budget; 
however,  it  is  important  to  realize  that  $600,000  is  roughly  25  percent  of  the  District's  total 
monthly  revenues.  Obviously,  this  is  a  very  important  public  works  project  to  this  thriving 
community. 

Details  of  the  Administration's  Fiscal  Year  1997  Civil  Works  Budget  Request  will  not  be 
made  available  until  after  the  appropriation  hearings.  Therefore,  testimony  regarding  the 
budget  request  is  based  on  the  Project  Cooperation  Agreement  and  accompanying  financial 
plan  approved  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  February  1995.  The  approved  financial  plan 
for  fiscal  year  1997  identifles  required  federal  appropriations  of  $23,178,000.  This  funding 
will  allow  for  the  continued  design  and  construction  of  this  desperately  needed  flood  control 
project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an  important  public  safety  project  designed  to  provide  flood 
protection  for  one  of  the  fastest  growing  urban  areas  in  the  nation.  We  ask  that  you 
provide  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  with  the  $23,178,000  as  stated  in  the  approved  financial 
plan  for  this  project  in  order  to  allow  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  the 
design  and  construction  of  additional  phases  of  this  project.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  also 
respectfully  request  the  opportunity  to  offer  additional  comments  after  the  detailed 
Administration's  Fiscal  Year  1997  Civil  Works  Budget  Request  is  released. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I'm  sure  you  are  aware  that 
proactive  flood  control  b  the  investment  required  to  prevent  loss  of  life  and  damages. 
Flood  control  is  a  wise  investment  that  will,  in  the  long  run,  pay  for  itself  by  preserving  life 
and  property  and  reducing  the  probability  of  repeatedly  asking  the  federal  government  for 
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disaster  assistance,  llierefore,  when  balancing  the  federal  budget,  a  thorough  analysis 
should  prove  that  there  will  be  substantial  future  federal  savings  in  disaster  assistance  that 
will  warrant  the  continued  levd  of  funding  through  the  civil  works  budget  appropriations. 

Thank  you  for  your  time.  Mr.  Firaso'  and  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you 
may  have. 


a:\coe\ied  le«Uoaleil3.96 
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WED^fESDAY,  March  6,  1996. 

MILL  CREEK  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 

WEST  JORDAN  WATER  REUSE  PROJECT 

UPPER  JORDAN  RIVER  CHANNEL  RESTORATION 
PROGRAM 

WITNESS 

HON.  ENID  GREENE  WALDHOLTZ,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  UTAH 

Mr.  Myers.  Our  colleague  from  Utah,  we  have  the  second  bell, 
so,  Enid,  we  will  be  pleased  to  hear  from  you.  Your  prepared  state- 
ment will  be  placed  in  the  record,  if  you  would  like  to  summarize 
and  proceed  in  the  next  5  minutes  as  you  like. 

Mrs.  Waldholtz.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  How  is  the  baby? 

Mrs.  Walx)HOLTZ.  I  know  I  promised  you  a  year  ago  I  would 
bring  her  to  this  hearing,  but  it  is  raining  so  I  left  her  at  home. 

Mr.  Myers.  She  cannot  swim  yet. 

Mrs.  Waldholtz.  Not  quite  yet.  So  I  left  her  at  home,  and  I  will 
be  happy  to  bring  her  by  your  office  some  sunny  day.  I  appreciate 
that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  pleased  to  have  with  me  today  Mr.  Randy  Horiuchi,  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Salt  Lake  County  Commissioners,  who  will  testify  with 
me  concerning  two  of  the  three  projects  we  are  bringing  before  you 
today,  the  Mill  Creek  project  and  the  Upper  Jordan  River  program. 
I  will  wait  for  Mr.  Horiuchi  to  talk  about  the  Mill  Creek  Flood  Con- 
trol Project,  but  I  wanted  to  touch  briefly  on  the  West  Jordan 
Water  Reuse  Project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  have  been  a  wonderful  friend  to  the  people 
of  Utah.  We  appreciate  what  you  have  done.  We  are  trying  to  learn 
how  to  manage  our  water  resources  a  little  more  effectively,  and 
these  are  much  smaller  projects  than  the  projects  that  you  are  used 
to  us  coming  before  you  on,  such  as  the  CUP,  which  we  will  talk 
about  a  little  later  today. 

But  I  am  requesting  $1.56  million  for  the  West  Jordan  Water 
Reuse  Project.  It  has  already  been  included  in  the  Reclamation 
Water  Conservation  Act  currently  awaiting  consideration  by  the 
full  House.  The  city  of  West  Jordan  is  trying  to  reuse  some  of  their 
water  to  make  more  water  available  for  culinary  purposes,  and  it 
is  a  project  we  think  shows  great  promise  in  how  we  can  better  use 
the  water  resources  in  Salt  Lake  City. 

With  that,  I  will  defer  to  Commissioner  Horiuchi  on  the  other 
two  projects. 

[The  statement  of  Mrs.  Waldholtz  follows:] 
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Statement  of  the  Honorable  Enid  Greene  Waldholtz 

before  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations 

March  6,  1996 


Mr.  Chainnan,  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
testify  before  the  subcommittee  this  afternoon  regarding  three  projects  that  are  critical  to  my 
district  —  the  West  Jordan  Water  Reuse  Project,  the  Mill  Creek  Flood  Control  Project,  and 
the  Upper  Jordan  River  Channel  Restoration  Program.   I  appreciate  your  leadership  and 
dUigent  work  on  the  crucial  water  infrastructure  issues  facing  my  state  and  our  nation.   I  am 
pleased  that  Mr.  Randy  Horiuchi,  a  member  of  the  Salt  Lake  County  Commission,  is  here  to 
testify  with  me  on  the  Mill  Creek  project  and  the  Upper  Jordan  River  project. 

West  Jordan  Water  Reuse  Project  -  Sl.ifi  million 

I  am  requesting  $1 .56  million  for  the  West  Jordan  Water  Reuse  Project.  The  project 
has  already  been  included  in  the  Title  n  of  the  Reclamation  and  Water  Conservation  Act  of 
1995,  H.R.  2738,  which  was  favorably  reported  out  of  the  House  Resources  jCommittee  last 
December,  and  is  currently  awaiting  consideration  by  the  full  House. 

The  project  would  l>e  located  in  West  Jordan,  Utah,  which  has  a  current  population  of 
55,000.   Like  many  communities  in  the  Salt  Lake  Valley,  West  Jordan  is  experiencing  rapid 
growth.    Since  1986,  water  use  in  the  City  has  increased  over  100  percent  to  13,000  acre- 
feet  per  year.    During  the  summer  months,  water  use  increases  primarily  as  a  result  of 
outdoor  irrigation  activities. 

Based  on  a  recent  feasibility  study  conducted  by  outside  consultants,  the  West  Jordan 
Water  Reuse  Project  would  greatly  reduce  the  use  of  potable  water  for  irrigation  purposes, 
thereby  making  more  water  available  for  culinary  purposes.    The  total  cost  of  the  project  is 
$6.24  million,  with  a  requested  federal  share  of  25  percent. 

Funding  would  provide  for  construction  of  the  facilities  to  treat  and  distribute 
reclaimed  water  for  the  irrigation  of  public,  and  possibly  private,  properties.    Reclaimed 
water  would  be  obtained  from  the  effluent  of  the  South  Valley  Water  Reclamation  Facility, 
which  is  the  regional  wastewater  treatment  plant  located  in  West  Jordan.    Up  to  7,000  acre- 
feet  of  water  per  year  would  be  made  available  to  reduce  the  peak  loading  of  the  culinary 
water  delivery  system,  thereby  making  this  water  available  to  help  meet  the  increased 
demands  caused  by  growth.   The  water  would  receive  tertiary  treatment  and  disinfection 
prior  to  distribution. 
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Due  to  the  rapid  growth  of  both  West  Jordan  and  the  entire  Salt  Lake  Valley,  water 
resources  are  being  taxed  to  their  limits.   The  Salt  Lake  County  Water  Conservancy  District, 
which  wholesales  water  to  over  twenty  different  entities  in  the  Valley,  is  projecting  that  they 
will  reach  their  current  peak  flow  capacity  in  three  years  or  less.    West  Jordan  currently 
purchases  fifty  percent  of  their  water  supplies  from  the  Water  Conservancy  District,  most  of 
which  comes  during  the  peak  demands  of  summer.    Reducing  the  peak  loading  of  West 
Jordan  would  not  only  benefit  the  residents  of  the  City,  but  also  all  of  the  customers  of  the 
Water  Conservancy  District  by  delaying  or  reducing  the  costly  upgrades  needed  for  the 
wholesale  delivery  system. 

Although  such  water  reuse  is  already  being  accomplished  in  other  areas  of  the 
country,  it  is  still  a  relatively  new  approach  to  water  conservation  in  Utah.   The  State  of 
Utah  has  recently  passed  regulations  on  the  use  of  effluent  from  treatment  facilities.   All 
current  discharge  parameters  of  the  Salt  Lake  Valley  Water  Reclamation  Facility  meet  the 
State  regulations  for  Type  I  uses  —  that  where  human  exposure  is  likely.    Additionally,  the 
State  Division  of  Water  Rights  has  recently  issued  their  opinion  on  how  the  rights  to  the 
effluent  would  be  distributed.   Although  there  is  not  yet  an  official  ruling,  the  City  has  been 
assured  by  the  State  Engineer  that  the  City  has  a  right  to  reuse  that  quantity  of  water  for 
which  the  City  contributes  to  the  treatment  plan  and  has  the  original  water  rights. 

With  the  continued  high  level  of  growth  that  is  projected  for  the  Salt  Lake  Valley, 
and  particularly  for  the  City  of  West  Jordan,  new  sources  of  water  supplies  are  being 
exhausted.    Over  one-third  of  all  water  consumed  is  for  irrigation  of  developed  landscapes. 
This  project  would  put  to  beneficial  use  water  that  is  now  simply  being  discharged  into  the 
Great  Salt  Lake.    Additionally,  the  project  would  reduce  the  use  of  potable  water  for 
irrigation  purpwses  and,  instead,  make  this  water  available  for  more  critical  uses. 

The  project  would  be  constructed  primarily  on  City  property  or  rights  of  way. 
Initially,  it  is  estimated  that  the  project  would  be  delivering  up  to  1,000  acre-feet  of  water  to 
over  300  acres  of  City  parks,  cemeteries,  and  athletic  complexes.    As  the  system  is  expanded 
it  could  serve  a  number  of  commercial  landscapes  and  eventually  private  properties.    The 
system  is  being  designed  with  the  vision  that  ultimately  the  southwest  quadrant  of  Salt  Lake 
Valley,  with  a  population  of  more  than  200,000,  would  be  served  with  recycled  water  for 
much  of  its  irrigation  requirements. 

I  hope  the  Subcommittee  will  be  able  to  support  my  request  of  $1.56  million  for  the 
Jordan  River  Water  Reuse  Project. 

Mill  Creek  Flood  Control  Project  -  $1.1  million 

In  addition,  I  am  requesting  $1.1  million  for  the  Mill  Creek  Flood  Control  Project 
located  in  my  district.    Funding  will  provide  $375,000  for  preparation  of  plans  and 
specifications,  and  $725,000  for  a  riparian  mitigation  construction  contract. 
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Since  Fiscal  Year  19/7,  Salt  Lake  County  has  worked  with  the  Corp  of  Engineers  on 
proposals  to  mitigate  flooding,  including  development  of  the  Mill  Creek  Flood  Control 
Project.   Without  the  Mill  Creek  Project,  many  residents  of  the  Salt  Lake  Valley  will  not  be 
protected  from  a  100-year  flooding  event. 

As  the  main  artery  of  water  flowing  through  the  Salt  Lake  Valley,  the  Jordan  River 
has  repeatedly  caused  flooding  in  the  Upper  Jordan  River  basin.   The  Jordan  River  intercepts 
several  major  tributaries  in  the  Salt  Lake  Valley  including,  Cottonwood  Creek,  Big 
Cottonwood  Creek,  and  Mill  Creek,  all  of  which  originate  in  the  Wasatch  Mountains  to  the 
east  and  southeast  of  Salt  Lake  City.   Water  flowing  out  of  the  mountains  through  deep, 
narrow  canyons  before  flowing  into  the  Jordan  River  has  contributed  to  a  history  of  flooding 
in  the  basin. 

Significant  local  dollars  have  been  invested  to  improve  flood  control  in  the  Upper 
Jordan  River  Basin.    Following  severe  flooding  in  1982,  1983,  and  1984,  Salt  Lake  County 
voters  approved  a  $33.5  million  bond  to  pay  for  major  flood  control  improvements  in  the 
area,  in  addition  to  normal  flood  control  funding.   A  major  element  of  those  improvements  is 
the  Mill  Creek  Project,  which  wUl  divert  overflow  from  Mill  Creek  to  a  Hillview  Detention 
Basin.    At  the  request  of  Salt  Lake  County,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  took  the  lead  on  the  Mill 
Creek  project,  which  meets  the  Corps'  requirements. 

I  am  currently  working  with  the  House  Committee  on  Transportation  and 
Infrastructure  to  obtain  a  reauthorization  of  the  MUl  Creek  project  as  part  of  the  1996  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  (WRDA).   In  the  1990  WRDA,  Congress  authorized  $7.9 
million  for  the  MLQ  Creek  Flood  Control  Project  as  part  of  our  effort  to  protect  the  more 
than  10,000  people  living  along  Mill  Creek  in  central  Salt  Lake  County  from  major  flooding. 
However,  a  reauthorization  of  the  project  is  now  needed,  since  the  costs  have  exceeded  20 
percent  of  the  current  authorization  due  to  increased  real  estate  costs,  reevaluation  of  the 
design,  and  reassessment  of  engineering  and  design.    The  total  project  cost  estimate  is  now 
$12.87  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  Subcommittee  will  be  able  to  support  my  request  for  $1 . 1 
million  for  the  Mill  Creek  project. 

Upper  Jordan  River  Channel  Restoration  Program 

I  am  also  requesting  funding  for  the  Upper  Jordan  River  Channel  Restoration 
Program,  which  would  help  restore  the  Salt  Lake  Valley  watershed  through  channel 
restoration. 

In  addition  to  traditional  flood  control  efforts.  Salt  Lake  County  is  developing  and 
implementing  more  environmentally  sensitive  measures  to  control  flooding,  excessive 
erosion,  and  sedimentation.   The  severe  floods  that  the  Salt  Lake  Valley  experienced  in 
1982,  1983  and  1984,  have  significantly  eroded  both  the  river  bed  and  the  river  banks  of  the 
Jordan  River.    Extensive  studies  of  the  Jordan  River  have  shown  that  flooding  could  be  better 
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controlled  through  natural  means  such  as  revegetation  and  stream  stabilization,  which 
includes  regrading  the  river  to  achieve  a  more  natural  meandering  flow.   In  addition  to 
increased  flood  control  protection,  the  project  would  improve  water  quality,  control  of  toxic 
sediments,  and  improve  fish  and  wildlife  habitat.    The  total  cost  of  the  project  is  $5.S 
million,  of  which  I  am  requesting  an  appropriate  federal  share. 

I  believe  the  Jordan  River  project  would  be  an  excellent  project  for  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  undertake,  particulariy  in  light  of  the  increased  emphasis  given  the  Corps  on 
environmental  projects.   Because  Salt  Lake  County  has  already  done  extensive  planning  of 
environmental  protection  and  restoration  of  the  Jordan  River  over  the  last  ten  years,  the 
Corps  would  be  able  to  quickly  complete  this  project. 

The  project  is  widely  supported  by  all  the  municipalities  in  Salt  Lake  County,  as  well 
as  the  State  Dq>artment  of  Environmental  Quality. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  the  Subcommittee  this 
afternoon  and  I  hope  the  Subcommittee  will  be  able  to  look  favorably  on  my  requests. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
MILL  CREEK  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 
JORDAN  RIVER  RESTORATION  PROJECT 

WITNESS 
RANDY  HORIUCHI,  COMMISSIONER,  SALT  LAKE  COUNTY  COMMISSION 

Mr.  HORIUCHI.  My  name  is  Randy  Horiuchi,  and  I  am  a  member 
of  the  Salt  Lake  County  Commission,  and  I  wish  to  extend  greet- 
ings from  the  home  of  the  2002  Winter  Oljonpics. 

The  Mill  Creek  Flood  Control  Project  is  crucial  to  us,  and  we 
have  been  working  with  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for  over  15 
years  on  the  project.  It  will  provide  flood  control  protection  for 
10,000  people  along  the  Mill  Creek,  which  is  located  in  our  county. 

We  experienced  unbelievable  cloud  bursts  in  September  1982, 
1983,  and  1984.  If  you  recall,  we  had  rivers  going  through  our 
streets  and  the  President  declared  us  an  emergency  area.  After 
that  episode,  we  passed  a  bond  of  roughly  $33.5  million  of  local  dol- 
lars to  be  put  into  flood  control. 

Since  that  time,  we  have  combined  those  funds  with  some  FEMA 
funds,  and  we  have  spent  up  to  this  point  $70  million  to  improve 
our  flood  control.  The  most  important  element,  however,  that  was 
not  done  was  our  Mill  Creek  Diversion  Project,  which  we  have  been 
working  with  the  Corps  on.  Since  the  project  met  the  Corps'  re- 
quirements, we  really  need  to  have  them  take  and  handle  their 
part. 

The  flood  control  project  has  three  major  features;  there  is  a  di- 
version structure,  there  is  a  diversion  conduit,  and  the  detention 
basin,  of  which  we  have  purchased.  We  have  built  and  designed  our 
entire  flood  control  channel  capacity  downstream  based  on  this  di- 
version we  would  like  to  have  the  Corps  do,  and  residents  of  Salt 
Lake  County  will  not  have  full  protection  from  a  100-year  flood  un- 
less we  do  it. 

In  the  latest  design  memorandum  for  the  project,  we  have,  in- 
cluding this  funding  in  1997,  the  Energy  and  Water  appropriation 
will  provide  $375,000  for  preparation  of  plans  and  specs,  and 
$725,000  for  riparian  mitigation  construction  contracts. 

We  are  working,  concurrently  working  with  the  House  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure  Committee  to  obtain  a  reauthorization  for 
this  project  in  the  1996  Water  Resource  Development  Act  under 
section  902,  which  is  the  Project  Cost  Increased  Limitations.  A  re- 
quest is  being  made  since  preconstruction  engineering  and  design 
for  the  project  will  be  completed  sometime  in  fiscal  year  1996,  and 
the  project  will  be  ready  to  proceed  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

Last  week  I  testified  before  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Water 
Resources  and  Environment  requesting  that  such  reauthorization 
be  included  in  the  1996  Water  Resources  Development  Act.  I  hope 
your  committee  will  ensure  that  the  Corps  has  sufficient  funds  to 
proceed  with  this  project  and  ensure  that  the  many  millions  of  dol- 
lars we  have  spent  of  local  money  don't  go  to  waste  and  down  the 
drain. 

Also,  I  want  to  take  a  moment  to  talk  about  the  Upper  Jordan 
River  channel  restoration  program  we  are  doing.  There  is  increased 
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concern  at  both  the  State  and  local  level  regarding  floodplain  prob- 
lems and  wetland  deterioration  along  the  Jordan  River.  Restoring 
the  watershed  is  really  the  next  crucial  step  toward  flood  control 
protection.  And  what  we  are  asking  to  do  is  to  put  about  $5.5  mil- 
lion into  helping  us  do  some  flood  control  structures  along  the  Jor- 
dan River  and  do  some  riparian  mitigation.  So  it  is  really  crucial. 
Literally  thousands  of  residents  depend  on  it. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you.  I  hope  we  can  help.  As  you  know, 
we  have  a  very  tight  fiscal  budget. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Horiuchi  follows:] 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development,  House  Committee  on 

Appropriations 

testimony  of  randy  horiuchi,  commissioner,  salt  lake  county,  UTAH,  REGARD- 
ING MILL  CREEK  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT  AND  UPPER  JORDAN  RTVER  CHANNEL  RES- 
TORATION PROJECT,  MARCH  6,  1996 

Good  afternoon  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee.  My  name  is 
Randy  Horiuchi,  and  I  am  a  member  of  the  Salt  Lake  County  Commission.  Greet- 
ings from  2002.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  today  regarding 
the  Mill  Creek  Flood  Control  Project,  and  the  Upper  Jordan  River  Channel  Restora- 
tion Project. 

Mill  Creek  Flood  Control  Project 

First,  I  would  like  to  discuss  the  Mill  Creek  Flood  Control  Project,  which  is  lo- 
cated in  Salt  Lake  County,  Utah.  Salt  Lake  County  has  been  working  with  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  on  the  project  for  over  fifteen  years.  This  project  wiU  pro- 
vide flood  protection  for  over  10,000  people  along  Mill  Creek  in  central  Salt  Lake 
County. 

Salt  Lake  County  experienced  severe  cloudburst  flooding  in  September  1982  and 
snowmelt  flooding  in  1983  and  1984.  All  three  events  were  at  or  near  100-year  flood 
events.  In  1983  and  1984,  Salt  Lake  County  was  included  in  the  President's  emer- 
gency disaster  declaration  area.  Following  this  flooding.  Salt  Lake  County  received 
voter  approval  for  a  $33.5  million  Bond  Issue  to  pay  for  major  flood  control  improve- 
ments in  the  area.  This  coupled  with  FEMA  emergency  funds  and  our  regular  Flood 
control  mill  levy  provided  over  $70  milhon  to  restore  and  improve  flood  control  fa- 
cihties.  One  of  the  major  elements  of  the  flood  control  system  not  completed  by  Salt 
Lake  County  was  the  overflow  diversion  from  Mill  Creek  to  the  Hillview  Detention 
Basin.  Since  this  project  met  the  Corps'  requirements,  we  requested  that  they  take 
the  lead  on  this  project  and  we  have  proceeded  to  this  point. 

The  Mill  Creek  flood  control  project  has  three  major  features:  the  diversion  struc- 
ture located  just  above  Highland  Drive  on  Mill  Creek,  the  diversion  conduit,  and  the 
Hillview  Detention  Basin  located  on  mostly  County  owned  property.  The  Mill  Creek 
Flood  Control  Project  is  a  critical  element  to  the  overaU  flood  control  system  for  Mill 
Creek.  We  have  designed  and  built  our  channel  capacity  downstream  of  the  diver- 
sion, based  on  the  Federal  Diversion  project  being  in  place.  Residents  of  Salt  Lake 
County  will  not  have  fiill  protection  from  a  100-year  flooding  event  without  comple- 
tion of  the  Mill  Creek  Project. 

Based  on  the  latest  Design  Memorandum  for  the  project,  Corps  fiinding  for  FY 
1997  should  include  at  least  $1.1  miUion.  Including  this  funding  in  the  FY  1997  En- 
ergy and  Water  Appropriation  will  provide  $375,000  for  preparation  of  plans  and 
specifications,  and  $725,000  for  riparian  mitigation  construction  contract. 

We  are  working  concurrently  with  the  House  Transportation  and  Infi-astructure 
Committee  to  obtain  a  reauthorization  for  the  Mill  Creek  Flood  Control  Project  in 
the  1996  Water  Resources  Development  Act,  under  Section  902,  Project  Cost  In- 
crease Limitations.  This  request  is  being  made  since  preconstruction  engineering 
and  design  studies  (PED)  for  the  Mill  Creek  Flood  Control  Project  will  be  completed 
sometime  in  Fiscal  1996,  and  the  project  will  be  ready  to  proceed  to  construction 
in  Fiscal  1997.  Last  week  I  testified  before  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Water  Re- 
sources and  the  Environment  requesting  that  such  reauthorization  be  included  in 
the  1996  Water  Resources  Development  Act  for  the  Mill  Creek  Flood  Control 
Project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  hopeful  that  your  Subcommittee  will  ensure  that  the  Corps 
has  sufficient  fiinds  to  proceed  with  this  project  and  insure  that  the  many  millions 


2298 

of  dollars  that  Salt  Lake  County  has  already  invested  in  the  flood  system  are  not 
washed  away  if  the  federal  portion  of  the  system  is  not  built. 

Upper  Jordan  River  Channel  Restoration  Program 

Next,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  discuss  the  Upper  Jordan  River  Channel  Res- 
toration Program,  which  is  also  located  in  Salt  Lake  County. 

There  is  increasing  concern  at  both  the  State  and  local  level  regarding  floodplain 
problems  and  wetlands  deterioration  along  the  Jordan  River,  as  well  as  stormwater 
and  nonpoint  source  pollution  along  the  river.  Effective  watershed  management  can 
help  alleviate  all  of  these  problems. 

Restoring  the  watershed  through  channel  restoration  is  the  next  crucial  step  in 
flood  control  protection.  To  accomplish  this  next  step.  Salt  Lake  County  is  request- 
ing authorization  from  the  Transportation  and  Infrastructure  Committee  in  the 
1996  Water  Resources  Development  Act  for  the  Corps  to  carry  out  a  channel  protec- 
tion and  restoration  project  along  the  Jordan  River.  Given  the  continued  and  in- 
creasing involvement  of  the  Corps  in  environmental  projects,  restoration  and  protec- 
tion of  the  Jordan  River  would  be  an  excellent  project  for  the  Corps  to  undertake. 

Stabilizing  the  river  beds  would  involve  vegetative  controls,  as  weU  as  some  struc- 
tural components  that  will  help  regrade  the  river  to  achieve  a  more  natural  mean- 
dering flow.  Extensive  planning  of  environmental  protection  and  restoration  of  the 
Jordan  River  over  the  last  ten  years  would  allow  the  Corps  to  quickly  complete  this 
project. 

It  has  been  estimated  that  the  costs  for  restoring  and  protecting  river  channels 
along  the  Upper  Jordan  would  be  $5.5  million,  which  would  include  revegetation, 
structural  components,  and  grade  controls. 

Environmental  restoration  and  protection  of  the  Jordan  River  in  the  Salt  Lake 
Valley  will  provide  numerous  benefits  to  the  Federal  government  as  well  as  Salt 
Lake  County  residents.  Besides  providing  flood  control  protection  by  returning  the 
river  to  a  more  natural  meandering  corridor,  it  will  improve  water  quality,  control 
of  toxic  sediments,  and  improve  fish  and  wildlife  habitat. 

Environmental  protection  and  restoration  of  the  Jordan  River  has  wide  support 
for  all  of  the  municipalities  in  Salt  Lake  County,  as  well  as  the  State  Department 
of  Environmental  Quality.  I  am  hopeful  that  your  Subcommittee,  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  see  fit  to  provide  authority  for  the  Corps  to  carry  out  this  project. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  your  Subcommittee. 

Mr,  Myers.  Enid,  I  see  you  are  joining  a  very  illustrious  group 
here.  You  are  going  to  join  some  of  us  towards  our  retirement. 
Sorry  to  see  that,  but  we  wish  you  well. 

Mrs.  Waldholtz.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Myers.  There  is  a  life  after  Congress,  I  am  told.  Tom  and 
I  are  going  to  find  out. 

Mrs.  Waldholtz.  We  will  find  out  together. 

Mr.  Myers.  Bring  that  little  girl  by. 

Mrs.  Waldholtz.  I  will  bring  her  by  when  we  get  a  nice  sunny 
day. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
INDIANA  PORTS 

WITNESS 

FRANK  C.  MARTIN,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  INDIANA  PORT  COMMIS- 
SION 

Mr.  Myers.  Next  we  have  Frank  G.  Martin  of  the  Indiana  Port 
Commission.  Frank,  we  are  pleased  to  have  you  today.  I  will  prob- 
ably have  to  leave  before  you  have  finished. 

Mr.  Martin.  This  is  going  to  be  real  quick,  Congressman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record. 
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Mr.  Martin.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  Jennifer  Simmons,  a  grad- 
uate of  Ball  State,  who  has  joined  our  staff  as  legal  and  legislative, 
and  she  is  going  to  be  spentfing  a  lot  of  time  here. 

We  just  had  a  congressional  orientation  for  all  the  Indiana  con- 
gressional delegation,  in  which  your  staff  participated,  at  the  Cap- 
itol Hill  Club,  and  I  had  the  honor  of  showing  Jennifer  Charlie 
Halleck's  picture,  who,  as  you  know,  has  helped  Indiana  make 
some  great  contributions. 

This  is  a  bittersweet  moment  for  the  Indiana  Port  Commission 
and  Hoosiers  all.  On  one  hand,  we  are  proud  that  you  have  rep- 
resented our  State  so  well  for  over  two  decades  and  presided  as 
Chairman  of  this  committee;  on  the  other  hand,  we  are  sad  to  know 
that  we  will  lose  you  to  a  well-deserved  retirement,  and  your  wife. 
Congressman,  is  in  our  prayers  daily. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Martin.  For  us,  testif3dng  before  this  committee  will  never 
be  the  same. 

As  a  long-time  board  member  of  the  American  Association  of  Port 
Authorities  and  the  current  Vice  President  of  the  National  Water- 
ways Conference,  I  can  say  that  our  country's  maritime  industry 
and  related  public  waterway  infrastructure  is  light-years  ahead  of 
other  competing  countries  due  to  the  leadership  of  this  committee 
since  the  1970s. 

Further,  as  a  person  who  has  lived  his  life  in  the  public  sector, 
as  I  have,  I  can  think  of  no  better  example  of  role  models  than  both 
you  and  Congressman  Bevill. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Please  continue.  I  have  to  go  vote.  Mr. 
Bevill  will  be  back  shortly.  Sorry,  Frank.  I  have  3  minutes  to  get 
there  and  I  didn't  bring  my  roller  skates  to  get  there. 

Mr.  Martin.  Given  the  support  of  this  committee.  Congressman 
Myers,  and  Congressman  Visclosky,  whose  district  encompasses  the 
port,  the  project  for  the  reconstruction  of  the  international  port's 
breakwater  project  is  on  schedule.  Indiana's  international  port  was 
conceived  and  constructed  by  the  State  of  Indiana  in  partnership 
with  the  Federal  Government  to  create  an  international  transpor- 
tation coordination  center  serving  the  interests  of  middle  America. 

This  is  America's  newest  international  port,  and  most  people 
don't  know  that,  through  the  vision  of  people  like  Mr.  Halleck,  Sen- 
ator Lugar,  and  Congressman  Myers,  we  are  the  newest  port  au- 
thority in  America,  llie  only  one  of  three  that  is  not  tax  supported. 

But  America's  newest  international  port  just  had  its  25th  birth- 
day. We  have  had  $1.1  billion  in  private  investments  and  have  cre- 
ated 2,100  jobs.  But  probably  even  more  importantly  than  that,  we 
are  providing  a  low-cost  means  by  which  Midwest  shippers,  Chi- 
cago steel  industry,  the  midwestem  Indiana  steel  industry  is  reach- 
ing the  world  marketplace  cost  effectively. 

The  Port  Commission  is  developing  a  new  capacity  for  a  boat 
harbor  to  serve  the  port  and  we  are  rapidly  growing.  We  are  asking 
for  consideration  of  the  committee  for  a  $190,000  appropriation  to 
help  with  the  handicapped  access  to  that  location,  which  also 
serves  the  fishing  community. 

The  Southwind  erosion  control  program  is  another  request  that 
we  have  asked  the  committee  to  look  at.  The  Port  Commission  and 
the  Corps,  the  Louisville  district,  have  been  working  closely,  and 
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we  estimate  approximately  5,300  linear  feet  of  bank  requires  sta- 
bilization in  the  form  of  riprap  at  a  cost  estimated  cost  of  $848,000. 
The  State  is  aware  of  the  possible  requirement  for  match,  and  we 
would  be  willing  to  do  that. 

We  appreciate  the  cooperation  and  support  of  this  committee. 
And  Congressman  Bevill,  I  just  want  to  say,  you  were  not  in  the 
room,  but  it  is  a  very  sad  day  for  me  to  be  here  and  testifying  be- 
fore you  and  Congressman  Myers  as  a  senior  member  of  the  .^iier- 
ican  Association  of  Port  Authorities  and  national  Vice  President  of 
the  National  Waterways  Conference. 

I  introduced  Jennifer  Simmons,  who  is  on  our  staff,  and  a  recent 
graduate  of  Ball  State.  We  had  an  orientation  at  the  Capitol  Hill 
Club  for  all  the  congressional  staffers  from  Indiana  and  I  had  the 
pleasure  of  showing  Jennifer  Charlie  Halleck's  portrait  and  telling 
her  of  the  contributions  he  made.  And  following  in  the  footsteps  of 
Congressman  Halleck  are  people  like  John  Myers,  who  we  have  the 
greatest  amount  of  respect  for.  Because  of  you.  Congressman  Be- 
vill, and  Congressman  Myers,  through  the  leadership  of  this  com- 
mittee, we  have  got  a  port  system  in  this  country  that  is  light  years 
ahead  of  other  countries,  and  we  want  to  thank  you. 

I  wanted  Jennifer  in  particular  to  be  here  today  because  it  is  our 
last  appearance,  because,  Congressman,  I  consider  you  a  role 
model.  I  have  been  here  for  30  years  in  the  public  port  industry 
and  nowhere  in  America  do  people  have  greater  respect  than  for 
Congressman  Bevill,  and  I  say  that  from  the  bottom  of  my  heart, 
sir.  You  have  been  considerate  and  kind  and  caring  about  all  of 
America,  and  not  just  regionally  but  the  whole  country.  I  say  that 
on  behalf  of  AAPA  and  the  National  Waterways  Conference  as 
well. 

Thank  you,  sir.  We  are  going  to  really  miss  you  and  Congress- 
man Myers,  and  hopefully  you  will  have  a  little  time  to  come  out 
and  see  the  fruits  of  what  you  did  through  your  vision.  We  have 
done  it  in  Indiana. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Yes,  I  hope  to  do  that  someday. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen  [presiding].  Thank  you,  Mr.  Martin,  for  your 
testimony.  Appreciate  your  being  with  us. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Martin  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY 

INDIANA  PORT  COMMISSION 

Frank  G.  Martin,  Jr.  -  Executive  Director 

Before  ttie  Energy  and  Water  Subcommittee,  House  Appropriations  Committee 

John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 

March  6. 1996 

Chairman  Myers  and  Vice-Chairman  Bevill,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
testify  before  your  Subcommittee  today  in  support  of  Federal  funding  for  key  Indiana 
public  port  infrastructure  projects. 

This  is  a  bittersweet  moment  for  the  Indiana  Port  Commission  and  Hoosiers  all. 
On  one  hand,  we  are  most  proud  that  you,  who  have  represented  our  state  so  well  for 
over  two  decades,  presides  as  Chairman  of  this  important  Subcommittee.  On  the  other 
hand,  we  are  sad  to  know  that  we  will  lose  you  to  a  well  deserved  retirement.  For  us, 
testifying  before  this  Subcommittee  will  never  be  the  same.  As  a  long-time  Board 
Member  of  the  American  Association  of  Port  Authorities  and  current  Vice-President  of 
the  National  Waterways  Conference,  I  can  say  that  our  country's  maritime  industry  and 
related  public  waterway  infrastructure  is  light  years  ahead  of  other  competing  countries 
due  to  the  leadership  of  this  committee  since  the  1970's.  Further,  as  a  person  who  has 
lived  his  life  in  the  public  sector,  I  can  think  of  no  better  example  of  role  models  than 
both  you  gentlemen,  Congressmen  Myers  and  Bevill. 

Indiana's  primary  focus  remains  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Rehabilitation  of 
the  Breakwater  at  our  state's  only  International  Port  at  Bums  Harbor.  The  midwest 
maritime  industry  is  extremely  grateful  for  your  leadership.  Chairman  Myers,  and  the 
support  of  this  entire  Committee,  for  the  current  breakwater  reconstruction.  This 
Committee  has  supported  the  reconstruction  initiative  by  providing  $1.6  million  for 
Fiscal  Year  1995,  and  $4  million  for  Fiscal  Year  1996,  which  allowed  this  project  to 
proceed.  Based  on  the  contractor's  schedule,  which  has  been  submitted  to  the  Corps, 
approximately  $5  million  will  be  needed  in  Fiscal  Year  1 997  to  continue  reconstruction 
of  the  breakwater  project  in  an  efficient  and  timely  manner. 
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We  testified  last  year  as  to  the  dire  need  for  reconstruction  of  the  breakwater. 
Indiana's  International  Port  was  conceived  and  constructed  by  the  state  of  Indiana  in  a 
partnership  with  the  Federal  Government  to  create  an  international  transportation- 
coordination  center  serving  the  interests  of  middle  America's  business,  industry  and 
agriculture.  It  has  certainly  become  that  and  more.  America's  newest  intemational 
port,  which  just  had  it's  25th  birthday,  has  approximately  one  billion  dollars  in  private 
investments  and  created  2,100  direct  family-wage  jobs. 

The  breakwater  was  constructed  to  assure  safe  harbor  conditions  within  the  port 
complex  and  allow  vessels  optimum  efficiency  for  berthing  and  loading/discharging  of 
cargoes.  The  efficiency  of  this  breakwater  structure  has  deteriorated  over  a  quarter 
century  causing  loading  disruption  to  vessels,  particularly  barges  calling  at  the  port 
complex.  Under  certain  storm  conditions,  small  vessels  can  and  have  been  ripped  from 
the  moorings  and  larger  vessels  have  been  violently  slammed  against  the  dock  causing 
serious  damage  to  the  integrity  of  the  dock  as  well  as  to  the  vessels  themselves.  Since 
1972,  3  barges,  1  survey  launch  and  1  tug  have  been  sunk.  Additionally,  2  ocean- 
going freighters  have  been  damaged  by  storm  related  turbulence  within  the  "protected" 
harbor.  Tfiese  instances  have  caused  negative  impacts  within  the  marketplace  that  can 
be  translated  into  lost  cargo,  lost  jobs,  lost  economic  benefits  to  the  United  States  and 
state  of  Indiana. 

Longshoremen,  industrial  tenants  of  the  port,  Indiana  steel  producers,  midwest 
grain  exporters,  manufacturers  dependent  upon  raw  materials  or  finished  products, 
ancillary  transportation  services  (rail,  truck)  and  others  depend  upon  the  positive  image 
and  efficient  handling  of  waterborne  cargo  at  Indiana's  Intemational  Port. 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  fully  supports  the  rehabilitation  of  Indiana's 
Intemational  Port's  breakwater,  and  has  invested  significant  time  and  resources  in 
feasibility  research,  design  wori<  and  constnjction  supen/ision.  The  Chicago  District 
office  of  the  Corps  has  treated  this  project  as  a  priority. 

Given  the  support  of  this  Committee,  Chairman  Myers  and  Congressman 
Visclosky,  whose  district  encompasses  the  port,  this  project  is  on  schedule.  The  design 
and  preconstruction  engineering  was  completed  on  schedule  and  construction  is  ready 
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to  begin.  We  are  pleased  that  the  Chicago  District  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  continues 
to  recognize  the  need  to  move  forward  speedily  with  this  reconstruction,  and  hope  that 
the  Administration  will  include  the  requisite  $5  million  in  its  Fiscal  Year  1997  budget 
request. 

INTERNATIONAL  PORT  HANDICAPPED  FISHING  ACCESS 

Indiana's  International  Port  provides  more  than  just  good  jobs,  significant  private 
investment,  and  public  infrastructure.  We  also  serve  recreational  needs  of  northwest 
Indiana  in  a  unique  way.  The  Indiana  Department  of  Resources  has  found  that  the 
piiblic  access  fishing  facility  which  has  been  built  atop  our  Work  Boat  Harbor  Jetty,  is 
one  of  the  most  productive  fishing  spots  on  Lake  Michigan.  But  this  is  not  an  ordinary 
fishing  spot,  rather  it  is  a  modem  handicapped  access  site  with  parking,  lighting,  ramps, 
rails  and  all  the  other  facilities  that  make  fishing  on  Lake  Michigan^^uicessible  for 
physically  handicapped  midwestemers. 

The  Port  Commission  is  now  in  the  process  of  expanding  the  Work  Boat  Harbor 
to  accommodate  more  tugs  and  barges,  consistent  with  the  rapid  commercial  growth  at 
the  port.  This  entails  the  construction  of  a  new  jetty,  to  be  funded  by  the  state  of 
Indiana  at  a  cost  of  $1.3  million.  We  believe  that  extension  of  the  existing  handicapped 
fishing  access  to  this  new  jetty  would  enhance  an  already  widely  utilized  facility.  The 
cost  is  relatively  modest,  $190,000  -  but  the  contribution  to  the  midwest's  handicapped 
would  be  most  significant  and  deeply  appreciated.  I  include  with  my  written  testimony  a 
map  showing  the  site  of  this  jetty  and  handicapped  access  site. 

SOUTHWIND  SHORELINE  EROSION  CONTROL 

On  the  Ohio  River,  Indiana  has  an  urgent  need  to  stabilize  the  bank  along  the 
shore  adjacent  to  the  public  port  complex,  Southwind  Maritime  Centre,  at  Mount 
Vernon.  The  existing  riprapped  bank  has  been  in  place  for  twenty  years  suffering 
significant  deterioration  due  to  high  water,  the  natural  wave  action  of  the  river  at  this 
bend,  and  barge  prop  wash  at  adjacent  fleeting  sites.  The  resulting  erosion  threatens 
the  port-owned  roadway,  rail  tracks  and  utilities  such  as  water  mains  and  underground 
electrical  systems  which  run  immediately  above  the  existing  river  bank. 
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One  portion  of  the  riverbank  runs  through  the  section  of  the  port  supporting  the 
most  active  barge  traffic.  It  adjoins  the  new  port  rail  and  enhanced  landslide  cargo 
handling  facilities.  Another  portion  of  the  shoreline  requiring  bank  restoration  supports 
the  midwest  farming  community  which  depends  upon  the  port  road  running  along  the 
bank,  connecting  to  federal  highways.  These  roads  provide  access  for  plows, 
combines,  and  for  trucks  carrying  produce  out  at  harvest.  The  Port  Commission  has  an 
obligation  to  maintain  the  road  above  the  bank.  The  State  of  Indiana  believes  the 
Federal  Government  has  an  obligation  to  maintain  this  shoreline.  I  include  with  my 
written  testimony  a  map  showing  the  location  of  this  Ohio  River  bank  erosion  project. 

The  Port  Commission  and  Louisville  District  of  the  Corps  estimates 
approximately  5,300  linear  feet  of  bank  requires  stabilization  in  the  form  of  riprap  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $848,000.  The  state  of  Indiana  is  aware  of  a  possible  requirement  to 
provide  a  25%  non-federal  cost  share.  If  this  is  the  case,  25%  would  be  $212,000  and 
would  be  a  commitment  of  Indiana. 

Support  for  this  Ohio  River  bank  stabilization  project  comes  not  only  from  the 
state  of  Indiana,  but  from  the  farming  and  business  community  throughout  southem 
Illinois  and  northern  Kentucky. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Committee  Members,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here 
this  aftemoon  and  look  fonward  to  your  visits  to  Indiana  to  physically  see  the  fruits  of 
your  labor  and  how  we're  meeting  your  vision. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  GEORGE  W.  GEKAS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  The  Chair  is  pleased  to  recognize  one  of  our 
colleagues,  Congressman  Gekas  from  Pennsylvania.  Thank  you  for 
being  with  us. 

Mr.  Gekas.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  bring  my  greetings  to  active 
and  retiring  members  of  the  committee,  who  are  still  active,  I  sup- 
pose. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  We  will  include  a  copy  of  your  entire  testi- 
mony in  the  record. 

Mr.  Gekas.  That  would  be  important  because  I  can't  remember 
what  is  in  it.  It  is  doubly  important. 

I  am  here  to  make  a  plea  for  consideration  of  the  funding  for  the 
Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission,  but  it  occurs  to  me  now 
that  you  have  accepted  my  written  commentary  for  the  record,  that 
what  I  want  to  project  to  you  about  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin 
Commission  also  holds  true  for  the  Potomac  system  and  also  for 
Delaware,  all  of  which  have  the  compact  with  the  Federal  overlay 
which  are  important  in  their  own  right. 

The  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission  begins  with  a  little 
trickle  of  water  in  New  York,  runs  through  Pennsylvania,  then 
through  Maryland,  and  empties  into  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  thereby 
it  smacks  right  into  the  Federal  out  play  of  Washington,  D.C. 

The  importance  of  it,  aside  from  the  fact  that  the  area  is  very, 
very  much  flood  prone,  and  the  100-year  flood  seems  to  happen 
every  6  months  in  that  region,  most  recently  just  a  few  weeks  ago, 
actually  makes  it  important  for  us  who  live  in  the  region,  number 
one;  and  number  two,  those  of  us  who  understand  that  the  Federal 
Government  in  this  case  is  actually  affected  not  just  by  the  fact 
that  Federal  funding  is  involved  but  rather  geographically,  it  is 
right  in  the  middle  of  the  rain  and  the  storm  and  the  mud  and  the 
snow  and  all  the  catastrophes  that  can  come  from  it,  and  that  is 
the  extra  dimension  I  wish  to  portray  for  both  the  Potomac,  for 
which  I  have  no  parochial  interest  at  all,  and  the  Susquehanna 
River  Basin  Commission. 

There  is  another  factor,  of  which  I  am  not  actually  sure  about 
the  facts  and  I  am  going  to  lean  towards  my  staffer  for  it,  on  the 
question  of  the  fees;  that  is  the  Basin  Commission  retrieves  reve- 
nues for  the  Federal  Government,  about  $3  million  annually,  for 
water  storage,  et  cetera,  which  is  a  federally  owned  flood  control 
facility  in  our  area  near  Lawrenceville,  Pennsylvania. 

The  importance  of  that  feature  is  that  we  may  be  engaged  again, 
as  we  often  are,  in  penny-wise,  pound-foolish  types  of  endeavors 
here  in  the  Congress.  If  we  abolish  the  system,  and  we  have  a  dif- 
ferent kind  of  repository  set  up  for  the  water  fees,  who  is  going  to 
manage  all  of  that?  Maybe  it  is  safer  to  let  the  Susquehanna  River 
Basin  continue  in  life  and  to  continue  balancing  out  by  letting 
them  retrieve  these  monies. 
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Beyond  that,  on  a  personal  basis,  I  have  for  years,  and  have 
been,  I  say,  successful,  and  I  hope  my  people  back  home  hear  this 
and  know  this,  in  striking  an  important  note  on  behalf  of  the  Sus- 
quehanna River  Basin  Commission  flood  warning  system,  which  is 
an  ancillary  part  of  what  we  are  talking  about.  Historically,  this 
system  is  almost  partially  a  manual  system  where  we  have  volun- 
teers checking  a  system  of  water  gauges  up  and  down  the  Susque- 
hanna. That  has  played  an  important  role  in  forecasting  and  pre- 
venting some  of  the  damage  that  would  have  occurred  had  it  not 
been  for  the  head  warning  that  we  have  gotten. 

So  we  have  a  double  entendre  here  of  the  Susquehanna  River 
Basin  Commission  in  its  own  rights,  which  is  then  the  parent  of 
the  flood  warning  system,  which  also  needs  to  be  reimplemented, 
in  my  judgment.  That  is  my  plea  to  you.  And  if  anyone  appears 
here  before  you  on  behalf  of  the  Delaware  Commission  or  the  Poto- 
mac, I  would  join  them  and  submit  the  same  written  statement  but 
just  change  the  commission  language. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  They  will  be  here,  I  think.  The  Delaware 
group  will  be  here  later  because  I  met  with  them  earlier  myself. 

Mr.  Gekas.  Grood.  Other  than  that,  I  am  ready  to  go  to  my  next 
meeting. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Good.  Well,  thank  you  very  much  for  being 
with  us. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  George. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Gekas  follows:] 
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GEORGE  W.  GEKAS 


COMMnTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 


Congres!£(  of  tte  Winiitti  States! 

^oiufe  of  KUprnftntatibes 
IBHaStjington,  SC  20515-3817 

March  6,  1996 

Chairman  John  T.  Myers 

House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  ' 

On  Energy  and  Water  Development 

2362  Raybum  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

He  recognize  and  commend  your  efforts,  as  Chairman  of  the  House  Energy 
and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Subcommittee,  to  reduce  discretionary 
spending  in  order  to  balance  the  federal  budget  and  save  future  generations 
from  bankruptcy.   Unfortunately,  we  believe  the  rapid  pace  of  the  first 
session  of  the  104th  Congress  did  not  allow  us  air^le  opportunity  to  bring 
to  your  attention  an  issue  of  great  importance  to  Pennsylvania,  funding  for 
"■he  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission  (SRBC)  . 

The  Commission  is  a  federal  interstate  compact  agency  whose  membership 
includes  the  states  of  Pennsylvania,  Maryland,  and  New  York.   We  would  like 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  outline  for  you  and  the  members  of  the 
committee  the  safety,  environmental,  and  fiscal  reasons  for  fully  funding 
the  SRBC  for  FY' 97. 

As  you  know,  many  regions  of  the  country  were  ravished  by  floods  this 
winter.   In  particular,  Pennsylvania's  Susquehanna  River  (one  of  the  most 
flood  prone  rivers  in  the  country)  reached  the  second  highest  flood  stage 
ever  recorded,  devastating  communities  with  treacherous  waters  and  ice 
floes.   The  result  was  over  $700  million  in  property  damage,  not  including 
economic  loss  due  to  paralyzed  commerce.   If  it  were  not  for  the  timely  and 
accurate  reporting  of  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Flood  Warning  System 
(SRBFWS) ,  thousands  of  people  living  along  the  river  would  not  have  been 
evacuated  and  brought  to  safety.   However,  based  on  conference  report 
language  from  H.R.1905,  the  Fiscal  Year  1996,  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Appropriations  Bill,  we  fear  this  subcommittee  may  not  be  aware  of  the 
critical  flood  coordinating  efforts  administered  by  the  SRBC  and  the  safety 
void  that  would  result  if  funding  were  eliminated. 

As  background,  it  may  be  helpful  to  know  that  the  SRBC  and  SRBFWS  are 
funded  through  two  separate  bills,  the  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Appropriations  and  the  Commerce,  Justice,  State,  and  Judiciary 
Appropriations  measures,  respectively.   While  funding  for  the  SRBFWS  is  not , 
■•irectly  in  jeopardy,  it  is  indirectly  threatened  by  the  lack  of  funding 
^or  the  SRBC,  which  administers  and  coordinates  flood  planning  for  the 
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basin.   Currently,  the  SRBC  works  with  a  total  of  seven  state  and  federal 
agencies  to  manage  the  SRBFWS.   If  this  committee  pursues  its  course  of 
action,  as  outlined  in  the  FY' 96  conference  report,  adequate  flood  warning 
along  the  Susquehanna  River  would  be  in  jeopardy. 

Still,  you  should  be  aware  that  the  Commission's  work  does  not  end 
with  flood  control.   In  fact,  a  primary  responsibility  of  the  Commission  is 
to  manage  the  interstate  flow  of  water  for  the  nation's  largest  eastern 
river  (the  Susquehanna  River)  which  flows  across  three  states,  and 
ultimately  becomes  half  of  the  fresh  water  entering  the  Chesapeake  Bay.   It 
is  important  to  recognize  that  the  Commission  has  played  a  significant  role 
in  interstate  water  management  and  without  its  presence,  interstate  water 
disputes  would  undoubtedly  erupt . 

Due  to  this  role,  the  Commission  has  also  taken  on  mctny  environmental 
responsibilities.   Because  of  the  heavy  flow  of  fresh  water  from  the 
Suscjuehanna  River  into  the  Chesapeeike  Bay  the  Commission  oversees  many 
environmental  issues,  such  as  agriculture  nonpoint  source  runoff  and 
wetlands  mitigation.   However,  the  Commission's  most  important 
environmental  role  is  to  measure  consun^Jtive  water  use  and  to  make  sure  the 

■iver  does  not  reach  unhealthy  low  levels  due  to  commercial  and 

.gricultural  uses. 

As  a  result  of  consun^jtive  use  management,  the  SRBC  pays  the  federal 
treasury  more  thcin  $3  million  auinually  for  water  storage  in  the  Cowanesque 
Reservoir,  a  federally  owned  flood  control  facility  located  near 
Lawrenceville,  Pa.  on  the  N.Y.-Pa.  border.  These  are  monies  the  federal 
government  would  not  be  receiving  but  for  the  action  of  the  Commission. 

For  every  dollar  the  federal  government  invests  in  the  SRBC,  eight 
dollars  are  returned  to  the  federal  Treasury.   The  Commission  is  now 
formulating  plans  for  similar  storage  and  release  projects  in  other 
federally  owned  reservoirs,  which  would  also  return  money  to  the  Treasury 
amd  provide  more  low  flow  enhzmcement .   It  mcikes  little  sense  to  us  to 
eliminate  one  of  the  few  programs  that  returns  more  dollars  cinnually  to  the 
U.S.  Treasury  than  it  receives. 

The  focus  of  the  Commission's  authority,  much  like  that  of  the  federal 
government,  is  on  interstate  matters.   Like  the  waters  that  flow  in  the 
river,  the  Commission's  authority  trsmscends  state  boundary  lines  and 
extends  to  the  entire  river  watershed.   In  this  way,  the  Commission,  unlike 
the  states  alone,  can  conprehensively  deal  with  in^jortant  water  resource 
issues  such  as  the  restoration  and  protection  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  and 
consumptive  use  of  water. 
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We  trust  that  you  will  give  these  points  due  consideration  as  your 
committee  considers  the  Commission's  FY' 97  budget  request  of  $380,000  eind 
the  future  role  of  the  federal  government  in  the  management  of  interstate 
river  basins. 

Sincerely, 


cDQj.— 


E  W.  GBKAS 
^r  of  Congress 


I^UiU.,^ 


TIM  HOLDEN 

Member  of  Congress 


WILLIAM  Fr  CLIMjER,  JR. 
Member  of  Congress 


PAUL  B.  ^ANJORSKI 
Member  of  Congress 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
ANIMASLAPLATA  PROJECT 
WITNESS 
AMY  MATTHEWS  AMOS,  SIERRA  CLUB  LEGAL  DEFENSE  FUND 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  The  Chair  recognizes  Amy  Matthews  Amos, 
Sierra  Club  Legal  Defense  Fund.  How  are  you  today? 

Ms.  Amos.  Fine. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  We  will  put  a  copy  of  your  entire  testimony 
in  the  record  and  if  you  would  proceed  for  the  next  5  minutes. 

Ms.  Amos.  Sure.  Good  afternoon,  I  am  Amy  Matthews  Amos  of 
the  Sierra  Club  Legal  Defense  Fund,  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  Col- 
orado Rivers  Alliance,  a  statewide  rivers  advocacy  group. 

The  Alliance  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  provide  testimony  to 
the  committee  on  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  Animas-LaPlata 
water  project,  or  ALP  as  it  is  known  out  West. 

At  the  outset,  the  Alliance  wants  to  make  it  clear  it  unequivo- 
cally supports  the  Ute  tribe's  claims  on  water  for  economic  develop- 
ment of  their  homelands  through  direct  use  or  resale.  At  the  same 
time,  the  Alliance  is  unalterably  opposed  to  the  Animas-LaPlata 
project  as  it  is  presently  constituted. 

The  Alliance  believes  it  will  prove  to  be  a  cruel  and  costly  hoax 
to  the  Utes  and  the  rest  of  the  American  taxpa3dng  public  as  well. 
And  I  would  like  to  outline  for  you  why. 

First,  the  construction  cost  estimates  for  ALP  are  hopelessly  low. 
Even  given  today's  eye-popping  $710  million  price  tag,  the  Alliance 
feels  certain  that  the  ALP,  if  built  as  presently  designed,  would 
cost  well  in  excess  of  $2  billion.  This  certainty  is  based  on  a  com- 
parative analysis  of  the  estimates  used  to  justify  construction  ap- 
propriations for  the  Dallas  Creek  and  the  Dolores  projects  and 
what  they  are  actually  costing  us  now.  Both  of  these  are  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  projects  located  in  western  Colorado  in  close  prox- 
imity to  the  proposed  ALP  site. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  told  Congress  and  the  American  peo- 
ple that  the  Dallas  Creek  project  would  cost  about  $50  million. 
Today,  as  they  approach  completion  of  that  project,  construction 
costs  exceed  $160  million,  approximately  a  300  percent  cost  over- 
run. 

The  Bureau  told  Congress  and  the  American  people  that  the  Do- 
lores project  would  cost  approximately  $186  million.  Today,  as  they 
approach  completion  of  that  project,  the  construction  costs  are 
about  $600  million,  also  a  cost  overrun  of  about  300  percent. 

Lest  anyone  think  that  Colorado  is  simply  dogged  by  particularly 
bad  engineering  cost  estimators,  the  alliance  draws  your  attention 
to  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  or  CAP.  Originally  that  project  was 
supposed  to  cost  considerably  less  than  $1  billion.  Today  it  tops  the 
scales  approaching  $5  billion. 

Yet  as  CAP  nears  completion,  people  in  its  service  areas  seem  to 
want  the  water  at  lower  than  current  prices.  And  after  all  the  tax- 
payer money  that  has  been  spent,  the  original  champions  of  the 
project  are  often  saying  that  it  costs  too  much.  The  alliance  fears 
that  this  could  be  a  foreshadow  for  the  ALP. 
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Just  how  expensive  will  ALP  water  be  to  water  users?  Well,  even 
if  we  accept  the  Bureau's  highly  suspect  cost  estimates,  the  cost  of 
municipal  and  industrial  water  will  be  over  $2,500-per-acre  foot 
plus  interest  over  a  50-year  repayment  period.  More  realistically 
with  cost  overruns  of  around  300  percent  the  cost  of  an  acre  foot 
of  ALP  water  would  exceed  $8,000-per-acre  foot  plus  interest  over 
50  years. 

The  Bureau  estimates  the  Federal  construction  investment  to  be 
about  $2.5  million  per  farm  on  farms  that  average  about  2,000 
acres,  of  which  500  will  be  irrigated.  Of  this  amount,  the  Bureau 
has  estimated  that  only  about  3  percent  can  be  repaid  by  farmers 
over  50  years  and  without  interest.  Yet  increases  in  CRSP  power 
rates  make  even  the  annual  repajnnent  of  operating  costs  impos- 
sible. These  rate  increases  mean  that  the  repayment  capacity  of  the 
farmers  in  the  area  is  lower  than  the  current  requirements  for  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project. 

By  comparison,  what  does  non-ALP 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Ms.  Amos,  you  will  have  to  somewhat  sum- 
marize to  be  within  your  5-minute  period  of  time. 

Ms.  Amos.  Sure. 

One  other  point  to  make  about  the  construction  costs  is  that 
there  are  costs  other  than  construction  that  will  be  applied  to  the 
project,  and  that  includes  losses  in  Federal  hydropower  generating 
capacity  resulting  from  it  and  increases  in  salinity  downstream. 

The  Colorado  River  Alliance  basically  wants  to  make  the  point 
that  new  alternatives  need  to  be  considered  and  clearly  these  alter- 
natives should  be  considered  before  construction  funding  for  this 
project  proceeds.  The  alliance  asks  the  committee  to  review  the  al- 
ternatives developed  by  the  Southern  Ute  Grassroots  Committee. 
This  group  also  opposes  the  current  ALP  project  design  and  has 
submitted  suggested  improvements  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Bu- 
reau of  Reclamation. 

In  conclusion,  the  alliance  hopes  that  an  arrangement  could  be 
made  directing  the  Bureau  to  look  at  new  alternatives  with  over- 
sight and  direction  provided  by  a  citizens'  group  made  up  of  Indian 
taxpayer  and  environmental  interests. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony 
and  moving  right  through  it. 

Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Ms.  Amos  follows:] 


2314 


Colorado  Kivers  Alliance 

Helpiny  communities  protect  rivers 


March  5,  J  996 

Congress  of  the  United  States 
House  of  Representatives 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
Washington,  D.C.  205 1 5-60 1 5 

Subject: 

Teslimony  subinided  to  the  Congress  of  Ihe  United  Slates  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  March  6,  1996,  regarding  the  Animas-La  Plata 

Project. 

Submitted  by: 

Phil  Doe,  former  emjjJoyee  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  in  conjunction  with 

Colorado  Rivers  Alliance,  Nancy  C.  Jacques,  Executive  Director. 


"Wc  of  the  Colorado  Rivers  Alliance  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  testmiony 
to  the  Committee  concerning  tlie  Animas-I  -a  Plata  Project,  or  "A-LP"  as  it  is  known 
out  West. 

At  the  outset,  we  want  to  make  clear  that  Colorado  Rivers  Allianct/unequivocany 
supports  the  Utc  Tribes'  claims  on  water  for  economic  development  of  their  houK 
lands  through  direct  use  or  resale.  At  the  same  time,  we  hasten  to  add  that  we  are 
unalterably  opposed  to  the  Animas-I-a  Plata  Project,  as  it  is  presently  constituted,  for 
it  will  unquestionably  prove  to  be  a  cruel  and  costly  hoax  on  the  Utes  and  the  rest  of 
the  American  laxpaying  public. 

A  few  observations  on  why  we  know  it  will  prove  so: 

First  of  all,  tbo  construction  costs  for  A-LP  are  hopelessly  low,  oven  given  today's 
eye-poppiug  $710  milliou  price  tag.  We  ihiuk  A-LP,  if  it  were  built  as  presently 
designed,  would  cost  well  in  excess  of  $2  billion.  We  base  this  statement  on 
comparative  analyses  of  the  costs  used  to  justify  construction  appropriations  for  the 
Dallas  Creek  and  Dolores  l*rojeet8  and  what  they  are  actually  costing.  Both  are 
Bureau  of  Rcclnmation  projects  and  both  are  located  iu  western  Colorado  in  close 
proximity  to  the  proposed  A-LP  site, 

Tlie  Bureau  of  Reclamation  told  Congress  and  the  American  people  that  Dallas  Creek 
would  cost  about  $50  million.  Today,  as  tJicy  approach  completion  of  that  project, 
the  con<!truction  costs  exceed  $160  million,  or  approximately  a  300%  cost  ovemui. 


Plarvcy  Jacques,  Executive  Director  OFfStl  ^■^-  ^°*  4054,  Duranno,  CO  61302 

btn  Bahcr.  President  fAMMStA  fVWM/  Phonc/FAX  (303)  259-3209 

LAMCKA  UUrT  Compu.Serve  75017.1444 
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pg  2:  Auimas-La  Plata 

The  Bureau  of  Reclnmation  told  Cougrcss  and  the  American  people  that  the  Dolores 
Project  would  cost  approximately  %  1 86  million.  Today,  as  they  approach  completion 
of  that  project,  the  coustnictiou  costs  arc  about  $600  million,  for  costs  overruns 
exceeding  300%. 

Lest  anyone  thiuk  that  the  ex])lanation  must  be  that  Colorado  is  simply  dogged  by 
particularly  bad  engineering  cost  estimators  to  tho  happy  exclusion  of  the  rest  of  the 
country,  we  invite  your  attention  to  the  Ccutral  Arizona  Project,  or  CAP.    Originally, 
that  project  was  supposed  to  cost  considerably  less  Ihau  $1  billion.  Today  it  tops  the 
scales  approaching  $5  billion.  Interestingly,  as  CAP  nears  completion,  we  hear  that 
nobody  in  the  CAP  sooms  to  want  the  water  except  at  fire-sale  prices,  and  everybody 
is  suing  everybody  else  because,  all  of  a  sudden,  after  all  the  taxpayer's  money  has 
been  spent,  the  origmal  champions  of  tlio  project  say  it  costs  too  much.  Could  this  be 
a  forcsliadow? 

Just  how  ex|)ensive  will  A-LP  water  be  on  an  individual  .>:cale7  Well,  even  if  we 
accept,  for  the  moment,  the  Bureau's  liighly  suspect  cost  estimates,  (which, 
incidentally,  arc  based  on  outmoded  1968  economic  procedures  and  interest  rates 
abohshcd  by  the  Reagan  Administration  in  1983)  tho  cost  of  municipal  and  industrial 
water,  or  M&I  water  as  it  is  called,  will  be  over  $2.5  tliousand  an  acre  foot,  plus 
interest  over  a  50  year  repayment  period.  More  realistically,  with  cost  overruns  in  the 
maguittidc  mentioned  above,  the  cost  of  an  acre  foot  of  A-LP  water  would  exceed  $  8 
thousand,  plus  interest  on  a  50  year  loan. 

On  an  iudividual  farm  basis,  the  Bureau  estimates  the  federal  constniction  investment 
to  be  about  $2.5  milhon  on  farms  that  will  average  about  2,000  acres,  of  which  500 
will  be  irrigated.    Of  this  amount,  the  Bureau  estimates  only  about  3  percent  can  be 
repaid  by  individual  farmers  over  50  years  and  without  interest,  bi  fact,  recent 
increases  in  CRSP  power  rates  erase  even  tliis  piddling  capnhility,  making  even  the 
annual  repayment  of  operating  costs  impossible,  and,  thereby,  the  irrigation 
component  of  the  project  infeasihlo  under  Reclamation  law. 

By  comparison,  what  docs  uon-A-LP  water  and  land  sell  for  in  the  Durango  area? 
Well,  according  to  the  bureau's  latest  economic  study  of  July  1995,  inigatcd  farm  land 
soils  for  about  $700  an  acre.  Moreover,  we  miglit  expect,  as  a  general  rule,  this  land 
to  have  diversion  rights  for  perhaps  3  acre-feet  per  acre.  Thus  developed  water,  of 
which  there  is  a  considerable  amount  in  the  area,  might  be  acquirable  on  a 
willing-seller  basis  for  1/lOth  to  )/40tli  the  cost  of  A-LP  water.  In  a  free  market 
economy,  which  would  you  buy?  Which  should  we  buy? 
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Evra  as  mind  boggling  as  A-LP  constniction  costs  are,  they  are  not  ALL  the  costs 
necessary  to  make  A-LP  work.  For  example,  t}>c  liurcau  estimates  the  loss  in  federal 
hydro-power  generation  from  A-LP  diversions  at  up  to  $13  milliou  a  year,  or  about 
SL3  billion  over  tlie  100  year  life  of  the  project.  It  also  estimates  the  costs  iu  water 
quality  degradation  from  salinity  at  $8  million  annually,  for  another  $800  million  in 
operational  co.sts  over  the  life  of  the  project. 

These  arc  costs  that  project  proponents  can  not  and  will  not  pay.  In  anticipation  of 
the  objections  by  water  development  interests  in  Colorado,  we  recognize  their  rights 
to  develop  water,  but  it  is  eqmdly  right  that  these  costs  be  recognized  as  project 
development  costs  that  American  taxpayers  will  be  paying  iu  their  behalf  How  willing 
is  the  taxpayer  to  incur  sudi  expense  in  consideration  of  the  current  deficit  and 
Congre.<»ional  attention  to  spending  cuts? 

Clearly,  new  alternatives  need  to  be  developed  before  construction  fundhig  to  A-LP 
commences.  Therefore,  we  ask  you  to  review  the  alternatives  developed  by  the 
Southern  Ule  Grassroots  Organization.  They,  too,  oppose  the  current  A-LP  Project 
.  design,  often  for  reasons  similar  to  (hose  hsted  above. 

We  would  hope  that  arrangement  could  be  made  directing  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
to  look  at  new  alternatives,  with  over.<right  and  direction  provided  by  a  citizen's  group 
made  up  of  Indian,  ta^qiayor,  and  environmental  ir.teresls.  No  more  than  two  years 
diould  bo  given  to  development  and  analysis  of  alternatives. 

And  to  insure  that  (he  two  Utc  Tribes  benefit  from  such  time  and  analysis,  wo  also 
suggest  that  Congress  authorize  payment  to  the  Tribes  for  the  value  of  their  water  iu 
terms  of  hydro-power  generation  and  water-quality  enhancement  during  this  st\idy 
period. 

Thank  you,  again,  for  the  oppoitunity  to  express  our  views." 

Respcctfiilly  submitted: 

Colorado  Rivers  Alliance 

I'hUpoe 

Nancy  C.  Jacque-s,  Executive  Director 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CENTRAL  UTAH  PROJECTS 
WITNESS 

HON.  JAMES  V.  HANSEN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  UTAH 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  The  Chair  is  pleased  to  recognize  Chairman 
Hansen  and  Congressman  Orton  from  Utah.  Both  gentlemen  from 
Utah.  And  the  younger-generation  constituent. 

Thank  you  both  for  being  with  us.  I  am  not  sure  whether  we  will 
yield  to  youth  or  what  here. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  his  successor. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Chairman  Hansen,  thank  you  for  being 
with  us. 

A  copy  of  your  testimony  will  be  included  in  toto  for  the  record. 

If  you  could  proceed  for  the  next  5  minutes  that  will  be  wonder- 
ful. 

Mr.  Hansen.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in  a  supportive  role,  I  believe, 
to  Congressman  Orton.  It  is  in  his  district.  I  am  here  as  a  sup- 
porter, so  would  it  be  all  right  if  he  goes  first? 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Absolutely. 

Thank  you  both  for  being  with  us. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CENTRAL  UTAH  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.   BILL  ORTON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE   IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  UTAH 

Mr.  Orton.  Thank  you,  Chairman  Hansen,  and  the  committee. 

Greetings  to  the  Chairman  and  Mr.  Bevill.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  be 
here. 

Last  year,  I  came  to  make  the  same  request  on  this  project  the 
day  after  my  son  was  born.  Chairman  Myers  and  Mr.  Bevill  sug- 
gested if  mj'  son  came  in  and  made  the  request  we  would  be  cer- 
tain to  have  it  funded.  So  here  he  is. 

Actually,  all  kidding  aside,  the  Central  Utah  Water  Project 
began  in  its  design  phase  when  I  was  about  the  size  of  my  son.  We 
have  been  working  on  it  for  the  past  40  years.  The  completion  act, 
as  you  know,  was  passed  a  few  years  ago  and  there  is  a  5-year  time 
clock  that  is  ticking  on  us  to  identify  and  put  into  place  any  com- 
pletion projects,  any  replacement  projects  for  those  portions  of  the 
project  that  will  not  be  completed,  the  UPALCO,  and  so  on.  And 
so  we  need  the  continued  commitment  of  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee in  order  to  meet  those  statutory  requirements. 

We  have  with  us  today  folks  from  the  Central  Utah  Project  who 
will  give  you  detailed  information,  but  I  am  just  as  pleased  to  be 
here.  My  son  is  just  finishing  his  bottle,  but  he  wanted  to  tell  you 
something,  and  I  don't  know  if  he  is  prepared  to  do  it.  On  the  way 
over  he  was  telling  me  "Umm,  umm,  umm,  da-da,"  and  what  that 
means,  loosely  translated,  is  "Please  give  my  dad  what  he  wants." 
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So  we  would  appreciate  it  if  you  would  continue  funding  the 
Central  Utah  Project. 

And  now  Chairman  Hansen,  and  I  believe,  Gary  Palmer,  is  going 
to  speak  for  the  district  itself. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Orton  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  REP.  BELL  ORTON 
ENERGY  &  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

regarding  the 
FY  1997  APPROPRIATION  FOR  THE  CENTRAL  UTAH  PROJECT 

MARCH  6,  1996 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill  and  distinguished  members  of  the  Energy  and 
Water  Appropriations  Subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to  present  testimony  in  support  of 
the  Utah  delegation's  FY  1997  funding  request  for  Central  Utah  Project  Completion  Act 
(CUPCA).   I  am  also  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  introduce  Mr.  Gary  Palmer, 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Directors  for  the  Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District  and  his 
colleagues  from  the  conservancy  district  to  you  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  know  you  are  all  very 
familiar  with  the  merits  of  the  Central  Utah  Project,  and  I  will  allow  Mr.  Palmer  of  the 
Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District  speak  on  the  finer  points  of  this  request. 
Fortunately,  the  Central  Utah  Project  has  achieved  such  widespread  support  that  funding 
requests  have  been  relatively  non-controversial.   I  thank  this  subcommittee.  Congress,  and 
Administration  for  all  being  very  supportive  of  last  years  appropriation.    As  you  know,  the 
state  of  Utah  has  been  working  on  this  issue  for  over  forty  years  now,  and  it  has  just  been  in 
the  last  few  years  that  we  have  begun  to  see  light  at  the  end  of  the  tunnel.   The  current 
Chairman  and  past  Chairman  should  be  congratulated  for  their  nonpartisan  stewardship  of 
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this  subcommittee  which  ensures  that  we  as  a  Congress  are  able  to  complete  the  peoples 
business.    A  funding  request  for  an  important  water  project  in  an  appropriations 
subcommittee  may  not  be  very  appealing  for  the  media  to  focus  its  attention  on,  but  please  be 
assured  that  the  people  in  my  District  and  the  state  of  Utah  certainly  appreciate  your  even 
handed  stewardship  to  ensure  that  the  CUP  stays  on  course  toward  its  completion. 

As  you  know,  the  CUP  Completion  Act  was  passed  in  the  102nd  Congress  with 
strong  bipartisan  support.   In  that  act,  the  Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District 
(CUWCD)  was  given  the  responsibility  of  overseeing  all  planning,  design,  environmental 
compliance,  and  construction  activities  of  the  CUP.   Therefore,  I  am  here  today  to  urge  the 
subcommittee  to  favorably  consider  the  Utah  delegation's  request  of  a  CUP  FY  1997 
appropriation  of  $43,014,000.   This  funding  will  also  support  the  activities  of  the  Utah 
Reclamation,  Mitigation,  and  Conservation  Commission  (URMCC).    As  we  all  know,  with 
the  prolonged  budget  stalemate,  the  Administration  has  not  yet  submitted  its  FY  1997  budget. 
However,  last  year  the  Administration  requested  a  total  of  $44. 1  million  for  the  CUP  which 
was  approved  by  your  subcommittee. 

In  the  short  time  span  since  the  CUPCA  has  been  signed  into  law,  the  CUWCD  has 
been  extremely  successful  in  carrying  out  its  overall  mission  of  moving  toward  the  final 
completion  of  the  CUP.   As  you  know  the  CUPCA  provides  for  completion  of  the  Central 
Utah  Project  by  the  CUWCD,  but  the  CUPCA  also  authorizes  funding  for  fish,  wildlife,  and 
recreational  mitigation  and  conservation.   The  FY  1997  request  for  current  budget  authority 
is  $43,014,000,  of  which  $24.5  million  of  these  funds  will  come  to  the  CUWCD  to  conclude 
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the  planning  and  NEPA  approval  process  which  will  finally  clear  the  way  for  the 
construction  on  the  remaining  authorized  facilities  of  the  project. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  CUPCA  contains  several  project  authorizations 
which  expire  within  five  years.    Fortunately,  completion  of  the  CUP  is  on  time  and  under 
budget.   As  the  officials  of  the  District  will  outline,  the  district  will  be  seeking  final 
feasibility  studies  and  NEPA  compliance  documents  for  the  three  remaining  unconstructed 
projects  in  the  CUP  later  this  summer.   I  know  we  say  this  every  year,  but  without  this 
current  appropriation  request  being  funded,  it  could  seriously  hamper  the  CUWCD's  ability 
to  meet  the  deadline  contained  the  Completion  Act.   Mr.  Palmer  will  now  provide  you  with 
more  of  the  specifics  of  our  delegation's  request. 

Again,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill,  and  the  entire  subcommittee 
for  allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  behalf  of  this  very  worthwhile  on-going  project. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you,  Congressman,  for  your  com- 
ments. 

Mr.  Hansen. 

Mr.  Hansen.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you. 

I  have  been  in  front  of  this  committee  so  many  times  over  the 
years  I  am  embarrassed  to  be  here. 

I  just  want  to  thank  Tom  Bevill  for  the  great  courtesy  he  has  al- 
ways shown,  and  our  good  friend  John  Myers,  who  is  just  coming 
in,  as  Chair,  and  all  the  hoiu*s  I  have  sat  with  John  on  the  Ethics 
Committee.  Years  and  years  we  have  sat  together. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  are  bragging  about  it.  It  is  purgatory. 

Mr.  Hansen.  Well,  an)rway,  this  is  one  of  the  perpetual  things 
in  Utah  that  we  are  very  proud  of,  as  we  have  stated  many  times. 
We  need  a  little  water  in  the  dry  State  of  Utah.  It  is  probably 
something  people  back  East  don't  even  realize  what  an  importance 
it  is  to  us.  So  we  are  so  grateful  for  the  assistance  we  have  had 
from  the  committee. 

We  want  you  to  know  everything  seems  to  be  on  time.  These 
folks  running  it,  Don  Christiansen  and  his  people,  are  up  with 
schedule.  Things  are  looking  good,  and  I  am  sure  it  will  be  finished 
before  the  second  coming,  but  I  am  not  too  sure.  It  will  be  some- 
what close.  We  are  here  again  trjdng  to  see  if  we  can  get  this  thing 
behind  us  and  done,  and  it  is  a  real  blessing  to  the  West. 

I  don't  think  people  realize  the  way  this  radiates.  Utah  right  now 
is  probably  the  best  managed  State,  according  to  Money  Magazine. 
We  have  more  high-tech  more  people  in  that  area.  Well,  that  spills 
out  all  over  the  world.  It  is  not  just  the  little  State  of  Utah.  It  helps 
everybody  in  every  State.  If  you  don't  have  water,  you  cannot  do 
it. 

I  got  in  this  business  36  years  ago  fixing  a  water  system,  and  my 
heart  is  kind  of  in  water  projects.  I  honestly  feel  this  is  a  very  good 
and  necessary  thing,  and  I  just  thsmk  you  for  this  great  support 
you  have  given  us,  and  I  know  you  have  both  been  out  there  and 
the  kind  of  hours  you  have  spent  on  this,  and  I  know  your  knowl- 
edge on  this.  I  probably  couldn't  say  anything  that  you  people  are 
not  way  ahead  of  me  on. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Bevill,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

We  have  enjoyed  working  with  you. 

Mr.  Hansen.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Boy,  he  is  resdly  growing. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CENTRAL  UTAH  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.  ENID  WALDHOLTZ,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  UTAH 

Mr.  Hansen.  We  also  have  Congresswoman  Waldholtz  with  us. 
Mr.  Myers.  Enid  is  back?  She  just  was  here.  Was  that  your  sis- 
ter, then? 
Mrs.  Waldholtz.  I  have  cloned  myself  so  I  can  get  more  done. 


2323 

Mr.  Bevill,  I  will  simply  say  that  I  testified  a  few  minutes  ago 
and  I  just  wanted  to  add  my  thanks  for  all  that  you  have  done  to 
get  CUP,  online.  We  appreciate  everything  that  this  committee  has 
done,  recognizing  the  unique  problems  of  water  in  the  West. 

I  won't  take  any  more  time.  I  pestered  John  all  the  way  on  the 
subway  back.  We  need  your  help  and  we  appreciate  everything  that 
you  have  done  in  the  past  and  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  get 
this  project  completed. 

Mr.  Bevill.  We  will  certainly  be  working  with  you. 

Mrs.  Waldholtz.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mrs.  Waldholtz  follows:] 
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ENID  G.  WALDHOLTZ 

Utah 

RULES  COMMITTEE 
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Statemait  of  the  Honorable  Enid  Greene  WakDioltz 

before  the  Subcanunittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Developnient  Appropriations 

Manli6,  1996 

Chairman  Myers,  Congressman  Bevill  and  other  members  of  the 
Committee.   On  behalf  of  the  people  of  Utah,  whom  I  represent,  I  want  to 
thank  you  for  the  many  years  of  support  you  have  given  to  the  Central  Utah 
Project.    You  have  been  good  friends  to  the  people  of  Utah,  and  you  will  be 
missed  as  you  end  your  careers  in  the  Congress. 

We  are  very  grateful  that  you  will  remain  with  us  through  the  remainder 
of  this  session  so  that  you  can  shepherd  the  FY97  funding  bill  into  enactment. 
You  are  to  be  commended  for  having  successfully  enacted  an  FY96  funding 
bill,  a  task  which  has  still  not  been  accomplished  by  some  of  your  sister 
subcommittees. 

FY97  is  an  important  funding  year  for  the  CUP.    It  will  provide  the 
funding  necessary  to  enable  the  Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District  to 
complete  the  planning  and  preconstruction  activities  for  the  remaining  unbuilt 
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features  of  the  project.    It  will  also  fund  completion  of  construction  on  the 
important  Diamond  Fork  Water  Conveyance  System,  which  will  bring  Colorado 
River  basin  water  through  the  Wasatch  Mountain  range  into  the  Bonneville 
basin  for  use  by  the  people  who  reside  along  the  Wasatch  Front.    It  was  for  this 
central  purpose  that  the  CUP  was  plaimed  and  built. 

For  all  these  purposes  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  asking  for  a  Fiscal  Year 
1997  appropriation  of  $43,014,000.    This  includes  fiinding  for  the  activities  of 
the  District  ($25  million)  as  well  as  those  of  the  Utah  Reclamation,  Mitigation 
and  Conservation  Commission  ($15  million).    This  amount  also  funds  the 
activities  of  the  Interior  Department  in  overseeing  and  approving  the  plaiming 
for  CUP. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  Mr.  Chairman  that  the  District  is  taking  some 
important  steps  in  the  area  of  water  conservation.   The  District  Board  has 
funded  13  projects,  which  will  save  12,5(X)  acre-feet  of  conserved  water  each 
year.    And  we  have  just  begun.    In  FY97,  the  District  is  asking  for  $2  million 
to  continue  this  effort,  and  will  match  this  amount  50/50  to  select  additional 
project  that  will  conserve  more  water.   The  water  conserved  will  remain  in  the 
streams  and  rivers  generating  firm  flows  for  fish  and  habitat  until  such  time  as 
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it  is  needed  by  the  water  users.    I  am  proud  to  report  that  the  water  being 
conserved  comes  equally  from  agricultural  and  urban  waterusers.    It  is  the 
District's  plan  to  ultimately  conserve  nearly  40,000  acre-feet  of  water  for  future 
use.    In  an  arid  state  like  Utah,  it  is  imperative  that  we  manage  our  most 
precious  resource  —  water  —  so  we  can  preserve  it  for  future  generations. 

Once  again  Mr.  Chairman  and  Rep.  Bevill  I  want  to  thank  you  for  being 
friends  to  Utah  and  friends  to  the  Central  Utah  Project.  We  wish  you  the  very 
best.    Thank  you. 
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WITNESSES 

GARY  PALMER,  CHAIRMAN,  UTAH  WATER  CONSERVANCY  DISTRICT 
DON  A-  CHRISTIANSEN,  CHAIRMAN,  UTAH  RECLAMATION  MITIGATION 
AND  CONSERVATION  COMMISSION 

Mr.  Orton.  I  believe  we  have  Gary  Palmer  with  us,  who  is  the 
Chairman  of  the  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District,  and  who  is 
going  to  give  the  specific  information  regarding  the  request. 

Mr.  Palmer.  I  wish  my  name  was  ^nold  Palmer,  but,  unfortu- 
nately, it  is  not. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  belong  to  that  group  that  didn't  believe  much 
or  think  much  of  golf. 

Mr.  Palmer.  Right  after  I  get  off  the  course. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this  committee. 
It  is  with  a  note  of  sadness,  I  know  you  have  heard  this,  it  sounded 
like  a  funeral  all  day,  but  we  are  going  to  miss  the  opportunity  to 
appear  before  you  two  gentlemen. 

We  know  you  have  been  out  in  our  district,  you  have  kicked  clods 
with  us,  you  have  looked  at  our  projects,  you  have  looked  at  our 
city  and  our  great  tabernacle  and  all  the  other  assets  that  we  have, 
and  we  know  that  you  are  great  people. 

And,  Congressman  Myers,  your  wife  is  in  our  prayers. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Palmer.  We  know  that  these  are  tough  times,  but  we  would 
like  to  tell  you  that  the  Central  Utah  Project  is  both  on  time  and 
under  budget.  We  have  tight  time  fi-ames  that  we  need  to  do  to  get 
through  our  EIS's. 

We  are  going  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  approval  of  the 
final  feasibility  studies  and  the  NEPA  compliance  documents  for 
three  remaining  unconstructed  components  of  the  CUP,  the  Span- 
ish Fork,  to  Nephi,  the  Wasatch  County  Water  Efficiency,  and  the 
Uintah  Basin  Replacement  Projects. 

We  have  followed  a  rigorous  public  involvement  process.  We  feel 
we  have  responded  to  the  needs  and  the  concerns  of  our  citizens. 
The  result  is  that  we  will  have  a  great  water  project  that  will  de- 
liver significant  water  supply  to  our  people  and  at  less  cost  than 
we  previously  planned,  and  I  think  that  is  good  news. 

We  have  taken  great  care  and  concern  about  our  environmental 
problems.  We  have  worked  on  our  mitigation,  our  enhancements. 
They  are  well-planned.  This  year,  we  are  asking  for  $43,614,000, 
which  includes  the  funding  for  the  activities  of  the  district  as  well 
as  the  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation  Commission; 
$24.5  million  of  these  funds  will  come  to  the  district  to  conclude 
our  planning  and  NEPA  approval  which  will  clear  the  way  for  con- 
struction. 

Eighteen  million  dollars  is  to  go  to  the  Diamond  Fork  System, 
which  will  basically  complete  that.  It  will  finally  bring  water  from 
the  Colorado  Basin  to  the  Bonneville  Basin,  where  our  major  popu- 
lation resides  and  in  the  area  of  water  conservation,  over  the  past 
2  years  we  have  received  65  applications,  so  we  are  well  under  way 
for  water  conservation. 
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We  have  approved  funding  for  13  projects,  which  results  in 
12,500  acre  feet  of  conserved  water.  We  have  several  more  projects 
that  we  are  looking  at  that  will  take  us  to  our  goal  of  39,000  acre 
feet  of  water. 

Our  fiscal  year  1997  request  includes  $2  million  for  the  50  per- 
cent Federal  share  of  these  conservation  projects.  In  addition,  we 
have  asked  for  $17  million  for  the  Utah  Reclamation  Commission. 
Our  general  manager,  if  there  is  time,  who  is  also  Chairman  of 
that  Commission,  will  go  into  that  aspect. 

Finally,  it  is  critically  important  that  the  subcommittee  continues 
to  appropriate  funds  from  the  budget  of  the  Western  Area  Power 
Administration  representing  the  CRSP  power  users  contribution  to 
the  CUPCA  title.  So  the  State  of  Utah  has  appropriated  its  $3  mil- 
lion. We  have  our  contribution  in  the  budget,  so  we  feel  it  is  imper- 
ative for  the  Federal  contributions  to  continue  as  authorized  in 
CUPCA. 

Once  again,  we  appreciate  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Mr.  Bevill, 
and  we  would  like  to  have  you  come  back  and  see  us  when  you  are 
a  little  more  relaxed  and  have  the  time  to  look  over  what  has  hap- 
pened in  our  district.  We  appreciate  your  counsel  over  these  years 
and  you  will  be  missed. 

Mr.  Myers.  How  is  spring  skiing? 

Mr.  Palmer.  It  is  great.  It  just  snowed  again. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Palmer.  So  come  for  snow  or  golf,  but  just  come. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Palmer  follows:] 
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Chairman  Myers,  Congressman  Bevill  and  members  of  the 
Committee.  It  is  with  some  degree  of  sadness  that  we  come  to 
you  today  in  what  will  be  our  final  appearance  before  Chairman 
Myers  and  Rep.  Bevill.  For  two  decades  officials  of  the  Central 
Utah  Water  Conservancy  District  have  traveled  to  Washington, 
D.C.  during  "tin  cup  week"  to  present  our  annual  funding 
request  for  the  Central  Utah  Project.  Speaking  on  behalf  of  all 
those  who  have  gone  before  us,  we  thank  both  of  you  for  your 
graciousness  and  for  your  continuing  support.  We  regret  the 
decision  you  have  independently  made  to  retire  from  the 
Congress,  but  we  want  you  to  know  that  if  either  of  you  are 
traveling  in  the  west  during  your  newly  found  free  time,  please 
come  to  see  us  so  we  can  return  the  hospitality  you  have  shown 
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to  us  for  so  many  years. 

I  am  pleased  to  be  able  to  report  to  you  today  that 
completion  of  the  Central  Utah  Project  is  both  on  time  and 
under  budget.  Following  the  tight  time  frames  contained  in  the 
Central  Utah  Project  Completion  Act  (P.L.  102-575)  passed  in 
1992,  the  District  will  be  presenting  later  this  summer  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  his  approval  final  feasibility  studies 
and  NEPA  compliance  documents  for  the  three  remaining 
unconstnicted  components  of  the  CUP;  the  Spanish  Fork  to 
Nephi  Conveyance  facility  (SFN),  the  Wasatch  County  Water 
Efficiency  Project  and  the  Uintah  Basin  Replacement  Projects. 
The  District  has  followed  a  rigorous  public  involvement  process 
and  we  have  responded  to  the  needs  and  concerns  of  Utah's 
citizens.  The  result  is  that  we  will  have  a  water  project  that  will 
deliver  significant  water  supply  benefits  to  more  people  and  at 
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less  cost  than  was  previously  planned.  More  care  has  been  taken 
concerning  environmental  impacts  ot  these  projects  and 
envirormiental  mitigation  and  some  enhancements  have  been 
planned. 

For  Fiscal  Year  1997  Mr.  Chairman,  the  District  is  asking 
for  a  total  Central  Utah  Project  appropriation  of  $43,614,000 
which  includes  funding  for  the  activities  of  the  District  as  well 
as  those  of  the  Utah  Reclamation,  Mitigation  and  Conservation 
Commission  (URMCC).  $24.5  million  of  these  funds  will  come 
to  the  District  to  conclude  the  planning  and  NEPA  approval 
process  which  clear  the  way  for  construction  on  the  remaining 
authorized  facilities  of  the  project. 

With  the  funding  provided  by  your  subcommittee  last  year 
we  began  construction  of  the  Diamond  Fork  System.  The  major 
portion  of  the  District's  FY  97  request,  almost  $18  million,  is  to 
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complete  construction  of  the  Diamond  Fork  System  which  will 
finally  bring  water  from  the  Colorado  River  Basin  over  to  the 
Bonneville  basin  for  use  by  the  population  which  resides  along 
the  Wasatch  Front. 

In  the  area  of  water  conservation  Mr.  Chairman,  during  the 
first  two  years  of  the  program  the  District  has  received  over  65 
applications  for  water  conservation  projects  under  section  207 
of  CUPCA.  Of  these,  we  have  approved  funding  for 
implementation  of  13  projects  which  will  result  in  12,500  acre- 
feet  of  conserved  water  each  year.  This  year  we  will  review 
additional  projects  fi"om  which  we  will  select  several  to  help 
take  us  to  our  goal  of  39,294  acre  feet  of  conserved  water 
annually.  Our  FY  97  request  includes  $2  million  for  the  fifty 
percent  federal  share  of  these  water  conservation  projects. 

In  addition  to  the  District's  request  for  ftinding,  Mr. 
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Chairman  we  also  ask  for  $17  million  for  the  Utah  Reclamation, 
Mitigation  and  Conservation  Commission  to  continue  its 
important  work  of  providing  environmental  mitigation  for  the 
construction  of  the  CUP.  I  will  not  go  into  detail  with  respect  to 
how  this  funding  will  be  used  as  the  District's  General  Manager 
Don  Christiansen  is  here  and  he  also  serves  as  Chairman  of  the 
Commission  and  that  information  is  included  in  his  testimony 
on  the  Commission's  behalf. 

Finally,  it  is  critically  important  Mr.  Chairman  that  the 
Subcommittee  continue  to  appropriate  fiinds  from  the  budget  of 
the  Western  Area  Power  Administration  representing  the  CRSP 
powerusers  contribution  to  the  CUPCA  Title  IV  mitigation  trust 
account.  The  State  of  Utah  has  appropriated  its  voluntary 
contribution  of  over  $  3  million  for  the  account  for  FY  97  and 
the  District's  contribution  has  also  been  budgeted.  It  is 
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imperative  for  the  federal  contributions  to  continue  as 
authorized  in  CUPCA  to  be  matched  with  the  state  and  local 
contributions  to  keep  this  trust  account  funded. 

Once  again  Mr.  Chairman  and  Rep.  Bevill  I  want  to  thank 
you  for  the  long  association  we  have  had  with  you  and  we  wish 
you  the  best  as  you  move  forward  into  the  next  phase  of  your 
lives.  Thank  You. 
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Mr.  Christiansen.  I  will  take  one  minute. 

I  am  Don  Christiansen,  General  Manager  of  the  District  and 
Chairman  of  the  Utah  Mitigation  Commission.  If  my  statement 
could  be  entered  into  the  record,  I  would  appreciate  that. 

Chairman  Myers,  Mr.  Bevill,  you  will  be  missed.  We  have  en- 
joyed coming  and  spending  time  with  you.  America  will  miss  you 
as  much  as  Utah  will  miss  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  It  is  nice  to  hear,  even  though  it  might  be  stretching 
it  just  a  bit.  But  thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  It  is  all  right  to  exaggerate. 

Mr.  Christiansen.  We  have  appreciated  the  association  we  have 
had  with  you  and  the  time  that  you  have  spent.  Do  come  out  and 
see  us  sometime. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Palmer.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  all  for  being  with  us. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Christiansen  follows:] 
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Good  aAernoon,  Chainnan  Myers  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee   I  am  Don  Christiansen, 
Chairman  of  the  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation  Commission  in  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah. 

We  deeply  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  in  support  of  the  FY  1997 
budget  for  implementation  of  the  Central  Utah  Project  Completion  Act    The  Act  authorized  the 
Commission  to  plan  and  coordinate  the  fish,  wildlife,  and  recreation  mitigation  for  the  Central  Utah 
Project  and  other  Federal  reclamation  projects  in  Utah 

The  Commission  has  been  successfiil  in  bringing  the  various  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies 
and  interest  groups  involved  in  Federal  reclamation  mitigation  together  in  a  cooperative  program  to 
address  the  needs  offish,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources 

Our  major  efforts  to  date  have  focused  on  wetland  restoration  along  the  Great  Salt  Lake   We 
have  also  implemented  projects  that  have  stabilized  the  water  levels  in  high  mountain  lakes  to  restore 
conditions  for  fisheries  and  recreation.  Other  ongoing  projects  include  acquisition  of  lands  to  provide 
for  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  and  recreational  access  and  the  rehabilitation  of  streams  and  recovery  of 
native  fish  populations.  We  appreciate  the  support  fi^om  the  Subcommittee  that  has  permitted  this 
success 

In  the  past  year  we  have  also  initiated  development  of  a  five-year  Mitigation  and  Conservation 
Plan  that  has  included  widespread  public  involvement  fi^om  Federal  and  State  agencies,  local 
governments,  landowners  and  interest  groups.  Public  response  to  the  Commission's  Preliminary  DraA 
Program  earlier  this  month  was  positive  and  enthusiastic    The  Final  Plan,  scheduled  for  release  on  May 
3  of  this  year  will  establish  a  comprehensive  program  that  will  allow  all  of  the  cooperating  natural 
resource  management  agencies  to  focus  their  mitigation  efforts  in  the  most  effective  manner  possible. 

Our  FY  1997  budget  request  provides  S17  million  to  continue  the  planning  and  other  mitigation 
activities  necessary  for  completion  of  the  Central  Utah  Project.  The  FY  1997  budget  will  allow  for 
continuation  of  work  to  establish  the  Utah  Lake  Wetlands  Preserve,  which  will  provide  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  and  preserve  water  quality  for  both  consumptive  and  recreational  uses.  Other  authorized 
projects  will  restore  stream  flows  and  riparian  habitats  in  the  Provo  and  Strawberry  River  basins, 
acquire  wetlands  along  the  Great  Salt  Lake  and  the  Jordan  River,  and  substantially  improve  fish 
hatchery  production  to  meet  the  high  level  of  demand  for  fishing  on  Federal  Reclamation  reservoirs  in 
the  State 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  pleased  with  the  progress  we  have  made  and  hope  we  will  have  your 
continued  support  in  carrying  out  our  mission.  Thank  you 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  BUDGET 

WITNESS 
HENRY  CAGEY,  CHAIR,  LUMMI  INDIAN  BUSINESS  COUNCIL 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  The  Chair  recognizes  Mr.  Henry  Cagey, 
Chair  of  the  Lummi  Indian  Business  Council. 

Mr.  Cagey. 

Mr.  Cagey.  It  is  Lummi. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Excuse  me.  I  took  it  on  what  the  staff  told 
me  as  to  how  to  pronounce  it.  I  apologize. 

Thank  you  for  being  with  us  here,  both  of  you. 

Mr.  Cagey.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

My  name  is  Henry  Cagey. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Your  statement  in  toto  will  be  placed  in  the 
transcript,  if  you  could  summarize  and  proceed  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  left  a  while  ago,  when  you  were  getting  ready  to 
testify,  so  I  was  not  here  because  of  that.  I  have  an  emergency  now, 
but  I  will  read  it.  You  were  in  Ag  all  day. 

Mr.  Cagey.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Chairman,  Members  of  the  committee,  thank  you.  I  will  sub- 
mit our  written  testimony.  I  guess  you  have  that  in  front  of  you. 
I  will  try  to  summarize  it. 

With  me  today  I  have  Merrill  Jefferson,  I  guess  who  testified  a 
little  earlier  on  a  separate  issue. 

Today's  subject  with  the  committee  is  the  Lummi  Shore  Road  Re- 
construction Project  that  we  have  been  working  on  for  the  last  2V2, 
3^2  years  now,  and  we  are  back  here  with  the  committee  asking 
for  assistance  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

What  we  are  asking  for  in  1997  is  $3.24  million  to  complete  the 
plans  and  the  specifications  and  construction  of  the  project.  It  was 
written  out  of  the  project  for  1996  and  so  we  are  asking  that  it  be 
included  in  1997's  authorization. 

The  second  request  is  a  waiver  of  the  cost.  I  guess  the  way  the 
Corps'  has  it  laid  out  is  they  have  a  cap  of  $2  million  that  is  used, 
I  guess  by  the  Corps,  and  we  need  the  cap  lifted,  the  $3.2  million, 
the  cash  portion  of  the  request. 

We  are  also  asking  that  the  committee  recognize  the  in-kind  con- 
tributions towards  this  project.  Right  now  the  cost  to  do  such  a 
project  is  getting  very  costly  to  do  this  project,  and  the  tribe  has 
been  effortlessly  trying  to  get  this  project  going  and  so  the  in-kind 
contribution  is  another  request  that  the  tribe  is  making. 

The  second  major  request  is  also  we  are  asking  to  be  prioritized 
with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  on  a  water  systems  connection  on 
the  reservation.  A  storage  tank  is  needed  on  the  reservation  as 
well.  The  system  does  need  to  be  upgraded  and  we  feel  that  the 
storage  tank  will  meet  a  lot  of  the  needs  for  the  Indians  and  non- 
Indians  living  on  the  reservation. 

Other  than  that,  Mr,  Chairman,  you  have  our  written  testimony 
in  front  of  you,  and  I  do  hope  that  you  take  the  time  to  read  it  and 
your  people  understand  what  the  tribe  is  asking  of  the  committee. 

This  road  project  is  important  to  the  tribe.  It  is  one  of  the  main 
roads  on  the  reservation  and  we  have  school  buses  on  that  road. 
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We  have  utilities  on  the  road.  We  have  fire  and  emergency  vehicles 
using  that  road,  and  it  is  very  important  that  we  get  this  project 
going  for  the  safety  of  our  own  people  as  well  as  the  non-Indians. 
[The  statement  of  Mr.  Cagey  follows:] 
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LUMMI  INDIAN  BCISINESS  COUNCIL 

2616KWINARD.'  BELUNGHAM,  WASHINGTON  98226-9298  •  (360)384-1489 
DEPARTMENT EXT   


TESTIMONY  OF  HENRY  M.  CAGEY,  CHAIRMAN,  LUMMI  INDIAN  NATION 

BEFORE  THE 

HOUSE  ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMFTTEE 

MARCH  6,  1996 

ON  THE 

LUMMI  SHORE  ROAD  RECONSTRUCTION  PROJECT 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  to  you  our  need  for  continued  assistance  to 
complete  the  Reconstruction  of  Lummi  Shore  Road  and  our  new  requests  for  funding  of 
future  Capital  projects  through  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

1.  U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  REOUEST  FOR  FUNDING  TO 
COMPLETE  THE  PLANS  AND  SPECIFICATIONS  AND  CONSTRUCTION  OF 
LUMMI  SHORE  ROAD 

A.  $3.24  million  Appropriation 

Appropriate  a  total  to  $3.24  million  for  FY  1997  to  complete  plans  and 
specifications  and.  initiate  construction  of  the  Project; 

B.  Waiver  Federal  Costs  Cap 

Waive  the  federal  contribution  cap  for  Section  103  Project  which  is  $2  million 
dollars  for  this  project;  and, 

C.  Waive  Cash  Portion  of  Local  Matching 

Waive  the  cash  portion  of  the  local  matching  requirement  that  would  otherwise 
be  paid  by  the  Lummi  Nation  and  allow  the  Lummi  Nation  portion  of  the 
matching  requirement  to  be  in-kind"  only.   A  local  match  equivalent  to  35%  of 
the  total  Project  Costs,  a  portion  of  which  must  be  paid  as  cash. 

2.  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION  CAPITOL  PROJECTS  FOR  THE  LUMMI 
NATION  WATER  SYSTEM  INFRASTRUCTURE  PROJECT 

A.  Water  system  connection  (Intertie)  Smokehouse  Road  to 

West  Shore  Road  and  Pressure  Tanks  Modifications  $  37,000 

B.  Water  Storage  Tank  as  Chief  Martin  and  Cagey  Roads  $490.000 

Total  Request  $527.000 

LUMMI  SHORE  ROAD  RECONSTRUCTION  PROJECT 

The  most  important  project  for  the  Lummi  Indian  Nation  is  the  completion  of  the  Lummi  Shore 
Road  Reconstiuction  Project  which  is  an  emergency  situation  affecting  a  major  section  of  utility  and 
road  infrastructure  serving  the  Lummi  Indian  Nation  Reservation  in  Washington  State.   The  erosion 
of  Lummi  Shore  Road  effectively  cuts-off  direct  access  to  over  50%  of  the  Reservation  land  base. 
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Before  the  House  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  Subcommittee  March  6,  1996 

When  Lummi  Nation  first  testified  before  you  two  (2)  years  ago  requesting  funding  to  enable  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  Section  103  Project  to  begin  the  Section  103  I*roject  which  is 
needed  to  support  the  reconstruction  of  4.7  miles  of  shoreline  roadway  and  its  utility  corridor,  we 
left  with  the  understanding  that  Corps  funding  would  be  available  to  support  the  estimated  total  cost 
of  $3.5  million.   We  were  devastated  to  learn  in  December  of  1995  that  the  Corps  did  not  have  the 
construction  funding  needed  to  complete  the  Section  103  Project. 

LUMMI  NATION  TRIBAL  REQUEST 

*  Appropriate  a  total  of  $3. 24  million  for  FY  1997  to  complete  plans  and  specifications  and  initiate 
construction  of  the  Project  (or  the  balance  of  the  total  $3.5  million  needed  to  complete  the  project 
subtracting  Corps  expenditures  through  FY  1996,  estimated  to  be  $260,000). 

Based  on  agreement  with  the  Lummi  Nation  and  its  Project  Partners,  Whatcom  County,  B.LA.  and 
Washington  State  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Corps  has  initiated  and  funded  on  a  cost 
sharing  basis  the  feasibility  study  of  the  proposed  Section  103  Project.   The  Corps  costs  to  complete 
this  study  are  a  pan  of  the  overall  project  costs.    The  remaining  $3,240,000.  is  needed  to  complete 
plans,  specification  and  actual  construction  of  Lummi  Shore  Road. 

*  Waive  the  federal  contribution  cap  for  Section  103  Project  which  is  $2  million  dollars  for  this 
project. 

All  Lummi  Nation  partners  in  the  LSR  Project  acknowledge  that  the  estimated  cost  of  the  Section 
103  Project  will  be  over  the  $2  million  federal  costs  cap.    None  of  the  participants  is  capable  or 
prepared  to  fully  assimie  project  costs  over  $2  million.   Therefore  waiver  of  this  cap  and  fimding  in 
excess  of  the  $2  million  cap  is  requested. 

*  Waive  the  cash  portion  of  the  local  matching  requirement  that  would  otherwise  be  paid  by  the 
Lummi  Nation  and  allow  the  Lummi  Nation  portion  of  the  matching   requirement  to  be  in-kind" 
only.    A  local  match  equivalent  to  35%  of  the  total  Project  costs,  a  portion  of  which  must  be  paid  as 
cash. 

The  continuing  deterioration  of  Lummi  Shore  Road  is  a  direct  result  of  the  failure  of  multiple 
jurisdictions  to  effectively  address  the  needs  of  Lummi  Nation  members  to  access  their  own  lands 
and  access  to  a  transportation  system  that  supports  personal,  services  and  commercial  transportation 
needs.    Lummi  Nation  did  not  have  roads  maintenance  funding,  or  responsibility  and  fail  to  properly 
exercise  it.   Therefore  it  should  not  now  shoulder  the  financial  burdens  associated  with  fixing  the 
problem. 

1.         Current  Condition  of  Lummi  Shore  Road 

An  emergency  situation  exists  over  the  project  limits.    Erosional  forces  continue  to  attack  the 
shoreline  eating  away  sections  of  roadway  and  threatening  water  and  sewer  lii>es.   The  road  has 
been  closed  since  1991  and  is  restricted  to  one-way  travel  at  nine  (9)  different  locations.   On 
January  16,1996,  a  new  slide  occurred  undermining  another  section  of  roadway.   Others  slides  are 
likely  as  numerous  areas  show  signs  of  slumping  as  a  result  of  1996  Winter  storm  season  which  is 
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still  not  completed.   According  to  a  1992  Traffic  Count  perfonned  by  Whatcom  County  over  1,700 
vehicles  still  use  Lummi  Shore  Road  on  a  daily  basis,  even  though  the  road  was  closed  at  the  time. 
Lummi  Shore  Road  provides  a  continuing  safety  problem  for  all  residents  and  service  providers  who 
are  forced  to  continue  to  use  this  road. 

2.  Brief  History  of  iMmmi  Shore  Road 

Lummi  Shore  Road  was  constructed  in  1927  to  provide  land  based  access  to  the  Lummi  Indian 
Reservation  from  the  City  of  Bellingham.   In  the  1950's  Whatcom  County  assumed  from  the  BIA 
the  responsibility  for  road  repairs  and  maintenance.    In  1991  Whatcom  County  officially  closed  the 
road  to  through  traffic  and  announced  that  it  had  no  plans  to  repair  the  road.    At  this  point  the 
Lummi  Nation  was  forced  to  take  the  role  of  lead  agency  for  this  project. 

3.  Brief  History  of  Lummi  Shore  Road  Reconstruction  Project 

The  project  has  been  underway  since  1992.   Begiiming  with  an  Inter-local  Agreement  between 
Whatcom  County  and  the  Lummi  Nation,  a  well  coordinate  team  of  government  agencies  and 
private  interests  have  worked  in  a  cooperative  manner  to  move  this  project  forward.   This  team 
includes  the  Whatcom  County  Division  of  Public  Works,  B.I.  A.  Roads  Division,  Washington  State 
Department  of  Transportation,  and  FHwA,  Federal  Lands  Highway  Program. 

4.  Lummi  Shore  Road  Reconstruction  Project  Accomplishments 

a.  Over  $1.5  million  has  already  been  expended  on  this  project.   This  includes  $630,000 
spent  on  Section  14  Corps  Emergency  Shoreline  Protection,  $300,000  of  engineering  expenses, 
$300,000  on  administrative  function,  and  nearly  $300,000  on  the  current  Corps  of  Engineers 
Feasibility  Study. 

b.  The  on-going  Corps  of  Engineers  Feasibility  Smdy  for  the  Section  103  Project  will  be 
completed  in  FY  1996  and  designs  plans  and  specifications  could  begin  toward  the  end  of  FY  1996. 
Construction  would  begin  and  end  in  FY  1997. 

c.  The  Lummi  Nation  has  secured  a  $4.4  million  grant  from  the  FHwA  Public  Lands 
Highway  Discretionary  Program  through  the  State  of  Washington  Department  of  Transportation  for 
the  roadway  construction  and  drainage  improvements  which  will  follow  the  shoreline  stabilization 
work. 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION  -  FY97  BUDGET  REQUEST  BACKGROUND 

The  Lummi  Nation  has  identified  and  prioritized  water  system  infrastrucmre  needs  for  the  Lummi 
Reservation.  The  Lummi  water  system  was  constructed  by  the  IHS  over  the  past  30  years  by 
connecting  wells  and  homes  and  integrating  small  private  systems   in  a  piecemeal  way,  without  a 
comprehensive  plan.   The  system  is  outdated  and  inefficient,  and  unable  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
growing  reservation  population.   There  are  currently  large  areas  of  reservation  land  on  which  no 
homes  can  be  built  for  lack  of  water  service.   The  Lummi  Housing  Department  has  over  600 
applications  for  homes.    The  limited  saltwater-intruded  groundwater  makes  individual  wells 
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unfeasible  and  unwise  from  a  resource  management  and  public  health  perspective.   IHS  funding  is 
limited,  and  is  devoted  to  residential  over  system  needs.   The  most  immediate  and  pressing  need  for 
the  system  is  for  water  storage  and  improved  water  pressure.    Reservation  public  safety  for  fire 
protection  of  existing  homes  and  the  ability  to  construct  new  homes  is  severely  compromised  until 
the  following  projects  are  completed. 

1.  Water  line  connection/intertie  of  300  linear  feet $7, 000 

Where  this  water  line  dead-ends,  water  pressure  to  homes  is  low,  and  an  immediate  need  is  a  short 
connection  to  intertie  and  loop  the  system  in  the  southwestern  Limmii  Peninsula.  While  it  is  a  short 
intertie,  it  is  an  important  measure  needed  to  system  efficiency  and  water  pressures. 

2.  Pressure  tank  modifications  to  existing  tanks $30, 000 

One  of  three  storage  tanks  is  not  in  use  because  it  lacks  a  pressure  altitude  valve,  reducing  system 
flow  in  the  system  for  the  central  Lummi  Peninsula.    This  is  a  serious  public  safety  hazard  and 
reduces  water  flow  to  some  homes.    The  IHS  determined  that,  in  1992,  the  two  remaining  tanks 
provided  only  two  days  of  storage  volume.   Since  then  more  than  100  customers  have  been  added 
and  a  water  main  has  been  enlarged,  and  the  problem  is  even  more  severe. 

The  solution  proposed  by  tribal  and  IHS  engineers  is  to  install  altimde  valves  in  each  of  the  three 
existing  tanks  that  will  allow  the  system  to  maintain  good  pressures  and  keep  the  tanks  on  line  for 
storage  and  fire  protection,  as  the  tanks  will  fill  at  night  and  be  piinqied  during  the  day. 

3.  New  water  storage  tank $490,000 

The  new  600,000  gallon  tank,  at  the  highest  point  on  the  Lummi  Peninsula,  is  the  first  step  in 
developing  a  flexible,  efficient  and  comprehensive  water  system  that  provides  for  fire  flows  to  meet 
standards,  extensions  into  unserved  areas,  interties  to  loop  the  system,  and  protection  of  the  aquifer 
when  the  available  groundwater  recharge  is  low.   The  Lummi  Water  system  is  dependent  primarily 
on  groundwater  from  an  aquifer  that  suffers  from  saltwater  intrusion,  and  tribal  water  resources  staff 
monitors  and  reduces  withdrawals  as  needed  to  protect  the  aquifer.   The  alternate  supply,  imported 
and  purchased  from  nearby  Bellingham,  is  extremely  costly  to  the  Lummi  Water  District  and  its 
customers.    A  storage  tank  will  improve  overall  storage  capacity  to  meet  current  and  immediate 
needs  due  to  growth  of  the  customer  base  from  tribal  and  non-tribal  home  construction,  as  well  as 
for  expanding  economic  development  by  the  tribe. 

Total  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Request  $527,000 

Thank  you  again  for  this  opportimity  to  present  oral  testimony. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony, 
and  the  committee  looks  forward  to  continuing  to  work  for  you  and 
on  your  behalf. 

Mr.  Cagey.  One  further  question,  Mr.  Myers. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Actually,  I  am  not  Mr.  Myers,  but  Mr. 
Myers  was  here.  I  am  Mr.  Frelinghuysen  from  New  Jersey,  Rod- 
ney. 

Mr.  Cagey.  You  are  Rodney. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  That  is  my  first  name.  The  last  name  is  the 
difficult  part.  Since  I  mispronounced  your  name,  you  have  the  floor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  will  do  fine. 

Mr.  Cagey.  One  thing  I  noticed  with  our  committee,  Mr.  Rodney, 
is  that  the  Lummi  Nation  is  up  in  Washington  State.  It  is  up  in 
the  corner  of  the  Canadian  border  and  it  is  20  miles  from  the  north 
end  of  the  Canadian  border.  We  have  3,  500  members,  the  third 
largest  tribe  in  the  State  out  of  26,  and  this  project  is  something 
that  we  have  been  really  working  very  hard  on.  I  would  like  to  see 
some  support  from  the  committee  on  this  request. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you  for  being  here. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
PORT  OF  HOUSTON 

WITNESS 
ROBERT  GILLETTE,  COMMISSIONER,  HOUSTON  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  The  Chair  is  pleased  to  recognize  two  Mem- 
bers of  the  Texas  delegation,  Congressman  Jack  Fields  and  Con- 
gressman Gene  Green. 

Gentlemen,  you  have  some  others  with  yoii? 

Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Chair,  if  I  may,  while  they  are  coming  to  the 
table  here.  Our  friend  and  colleague  Congressman  Kenneth  Bent- 
sen  was  planning  on  being  here  and  testifying,  but  now  finds  he 
is  unable  to  be  here  today,  so  he  has  asked  me  to  submit  his  state- 
ment for  the  record,  and  I  would  appreciate  your  moving  that  we 
make  that  a  part  of  the  record. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Without  objection. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Bevill. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Bentsen  follows:] 


2345 


Testimony  before  the  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  Subconunittee 

The  Honorable  Kenneth  E.  Bentsen,  Jr. 

March  5,  1996 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
testify  in  support  of  the  FY  1997  funding  requested  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  begin 
construction  on  the  Houston  Ship  Channel  widening  and  deepening  project. 

This  project  offers  tremendous  economic  and  environmental  benefits  and  once 
completed,  will  enhance  one  of  our  region's  most  important  trade  and  economic  centers. 

The  Houston  Ship  Channel  desperately  needs  expansion  to  meet  the  challenges  of 
expanding  global  trade  and  to  maintain  its  competitive  edge  as  a  major  international  port. 
Currently,  the  Port  of  Houston  is  the  second  largest  port  in  the  United  States  in  total 
tonnage,  and  is  a  catalyst  for  the  southeast  Texas  economy,  contributing  more  than  $S  billion 
annually  and  providing  200,000  jobs. 

However,  the  Port's  capacity  to  increase  tonnage  and  create  jobs  is  limited  by  the  size 
of  the  channel.   Hence  the  need  for  the  Houston  Ship  Channel  expansion  project,  which  calls 
for  deepening  the  channel  from  40  to  45  feet  and  widening  it  from  400  to  530  feet.   The  ship 
channel  modernization,  considered  the  largest  dredging  project  since  the  Panama  Canal,  will 
preserve  the  Port  of  Houston's  status  as  one  of  the  premier  deep-channel  Gulf  ports  and  one 
of  the  top  transit  points  for  cargo  in  the  world. 

In  addition  to  these  economic  benefits  this  project  also  is  setting  a  model  for  the 
nation  in  addressing  environmental  concerns. 

In  1990  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Port  of  Houston,  and  other  federal,  state,  and 
local  agencies  joined  together  in  a  Beneficial  Users  Group,  or  BUG,  to  address 
environmental  issues  relating  to  the  channel  expansion.   The  BUG  met  monthly  over  the  last 
five  years  and  conducted  14  public  workshops  and  several  studies  of  the  ecology  of  the 
Galveston  Bay  to  ensure  that  its  recommendations  were  publicly  acceptable  and  scientifically 
sound. 

Because  of  these  outreach  efforts,  the  BUG'S  plan  is  supported  by  both  business  and 
environmental  groups,  including  the  Greater  Houston  Partnership  and  the  Galveston  Bay 
Foundation.  This  plan  includes  using  the  dredged  material  for  the  following  purposes: 

►  Construction  of  4,250  acres  of  salt  marshes; 

►  Construction  of  an  island  to  provide  a  colonial  water  bird  nesting  habitat; 

»■  Creation  of  recreational  boater  access  channels  and  anchorages  in  Galveston  Bay; 

►  Restoration  of  two  islands  destroyed  by  erosion  and  subsidence. 

These  projects  offer  tremendous  potential  in  helping  to  reverse  the  environmental 
degradation  of  Galveston  Bay.  Since  the  1950s,  the  Bay  has  lost  more  than  30,000  acres  of 
coastal  wetlands  and  90  percent  of  its  aquatic  grass  beds.  More  than  half  the  Bay  has  been 
permanently  closed  for  commercial  oyster  harvesting. 

I  am  working  closely  with  the  Port  Authority,  the  Galveston  Bay  Foundation,  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  and  other  groups  to  ensure  funding  to  make  this  precedent-setting 
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project  a  reality. 

Again,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  Chairman  and  the  Members  of  the 
Subcommittee  for  allowing  me  to  testify  this  afternoon. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Gentlemen.  Let  us  get  it  started  off  this 
afternoon. 

You  are  Mr.  Gillette? 

Mr.  Gillette.  I  am,  sir. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Welcome,  and  thank  you  for  being  here  this 
afternoon. 

Mr.  Gillette.  Thank  you  for  allowing  us  to  come,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And  my  friend  Congressman  Bevill,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  come  back 
here,  as  it  has  been  the  past  six  years,  because  we  have  always  got- 
ten just  about  what  we  asked  for  and  we  appreciate  it. 

I  represent  the  Port  of  Houston  Authority,  and  you  will  have  to 
excuse  me  if  I  seem  proud  of  that  port  and  do  a  little  bragging 
about  it,  but  it  is  doing  great.  We  have  had  an  economic  study 
since  we  were  last  here.  We  found  out  that  that  port  contributes 
$5.5  billion  to  the  economy  of  the  country.  It  directly  employs 
53,000  jobs  and  indirectly  143,000  jobs.  Our  success  is  not  nec- 
essarily due  to  the  commissioners  but  to  our  magnificent  staff  that 
we  have. 

We  are  first  in  total  tonnage,  as  far  as  torn  tonnage  is  concerned, 
and  second  in  total  tonnage.  We  have  150  shipping  lines  and  160 
truck  lines. 

I  might  mention  one  thing  that  could  be  a  little  bit  puzzling,  be- 
cause I  had  not  seen  it  before,  and  that  is  where  we  asked  for 
money  for  the  Corps  to  do  the  dredging  and  dewatering,  that 
dewatering  comes  about  as  a  result  of  the  dredging  of  the  channel. 
I  guess  it  is  90  percent  water  and  it  goes  into  a  disposal  site,  a  site 
for  dredge  material,  and  of  course  it  builds  up. 

We  have  devised  a  way,  with  a  lot  of  help  from  good  engineers, 
to  drain  that,  dewater  it,  in  other  words,  get  the  water  out  of  it, 
and  it  allows  us  to  use  it  for  a  whole  lot  more. 

We  started  on  this  project  seriously  in  1967  to  deepen  and  widen 
the  channel. 

Why  do  we  want  to  do  that?  I  am  sure  we  have  told  you  many 
times.  It  is  not  deep  enough  and  ships  cannot  come  in  fully  loaded. 
It  is  only  40  feet  deep.  We  want  it  to  go  to  45  feet.  It  is  only  400 
feet  wide,  which  creates  a  lot  of  dangers  and  a  lot  of  accidents  and 
potential  problems.  We  want  to  widen  that  to  530. 

When  we  first  started  out,  we  got  a  lot  of  objections  from  the  en- 
vironmental folks,  so  we  really  started  concentrating  and  we  got  a 
lot  of  help  from  the  of  engineers  as  to  how  we  are  going  to  solve 
the  problem.  So  they  formed  an  interagency  coordination  team  of 
all  the  people  who  are  involved  with  the  environment  and  those 
teams  worked  together.  And  one  of  their  subteams,  you  might  say, 
was  an  environmental  protection  group. 

What  can  they  do  with  the  dredge  material?  That  was  always  the 
big  plan;  what  to  do  with  it? 

Well,  this  committee  went  around  and  talked  to  everybody  that 
might  be  interested  in  using  this  and  they  found  out  that  there  are 
many  uses  for  this.  In  fact,  there  were  more  uses  than  we  were 
going  to  have  dredge  material.  And  one  fellow  said  to  us,  he  said, 
well,  why  don't  you  dig  the  channel  deeper  so  you  will  have  more 
dredge  material.  Of  course,  that  was  not  possible,  but  we  can  cre- 
ate 4,250  acres  of  marsh.  We  can  create  boating  islands  and  bird 
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islands,  bird  sanctuaries,  and  we  can  restore  two  islands  that  have 
been  taken  away  by  erosion  and  subsidence. 

So  the  best  thing  we  have  accomplished  is  that  we  have,  we  be- 
lieve, when  this  is  done,  it  will  have  a  positive  effect  on  the  envi- 
ronment. Not  a  negative  effect,  but  a  positive  effect.  One  of  the 
classic  examples  is  that  the  Galveston  Bay  Foundation  is  a  founda- 
tion that  really  protects  Galveston  Bay.  If  somebody  throws  a  beer 
can  in  Galveston  Bay,  they  have  to  answer  to  that  organization. 

When  we  presented  the  whole  plan  and  what  we  wanted  to  do, 
we  got  absolutely  no  negative  comments.  And,  to  me,  no  negative 
comments  from  the  Galveston  Bay  Foundation  is  a  rousing  vote  of 
confidence.  But  we  do  hope  you  will  support  it. 

I  know  you  have  our  testimony.  We  have  worked  with  the  Corps 
of  Engineers.  They  have  been  very,  very  helpful  to  us  and  we  hope 
that  you  support  them  in  their  budget  request. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  We  will  do  our  best. 

Thank  you  Mr.  Gillette. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Gillette  follows:] 
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Chairman  Meyers  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  of  behalf  of  the  Port  of  Houston 
Authority  (PHA)  and  the  196,000  Americans  whose  jobs  depend  on  the  activity  of  the 
port,  I  extend  gratitude  for  the  opportunity  to  again  appear  before  you  to  testify  in 
support  of  several  important  navigation  projects  we  expect  to  be  included  in  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Civil  Works  budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1997. 

Each  of  the  last  six  years,  the  Port  of  Houston  Authority  has  presented  testimony  to  this 
subcommittee  expressing  appreciation  for  providing  the  funds  necessary  for  the  Houston 
Ship  Channel  to  remain  fully  functioning  by  approval  of  funds  for  maintenance  dredging 
and  dewaterings  of  dredged  disposal  sites;  and,  to  urge  you  to  look  to  the  future  with  us 
by  providing  ftinds  for  preconstruction,  engineering  and  design  for  the  project  to  widen 
and  deepen  the  Houston  Ship  Charmel.  We  are  appreciative  that  each  year,  this 
subcommittee  has  provided  the  necessary  support. 

Since  we  last  testified  before  you,  the  Port  Authority  commissioned  and  has  received  an 
updated  economic  impact  survey.  We  are  quiet  proud  of  the  results  of  that  survey  and 
want  to  share  the  findings  with  you. 

THE  PORT  OF  HOUSTON  -  THE  NATION'S  BUSIEST  PORT 

Port  of  Houston  commerce  generates  over  $5.5  billion  annually  to  the  Nation's  economy 
and  an  estimated  53,000  people  work  in  jobs  that  are  directly  related  to  Port  of  Houston 
activity  and  another  143,000  jobs  are  indirectly  related  to  the  port's  activity.  Moreover, 
the  port  generates  over  $200  million  annually  in  state  and  local  taxes  and  nearly  $300 
million  in  customs  fees. 

It  is  no  exaggeration  to  say  that  the  Houston  Ship  channel  is  one  of  the  most  important 
economic  lifelines  between  our  Nation  and  the  world.  Houston's  favorable  geographic 
location  provides  easy  access  to  the  entire  world  business  community  through  key  ocean, 
land,  and  air  routes. More  than  150  shipping  lines  connect  Houston  with  more  than  250 
world  ports.  Four  major  railroads  provide  cargo  distribution  throughout  the  United  States 
with  the  intermodal  link  of  more  than  160  trucking  lines.  The  Port  of  Houston  forms  the 
core  of  the  Houston  international  community  which  includes  more  than  350  U.S. 
companies  with  global  operations  and  Houston  offices  for  more  than  45  of  the  world's 
largest  non-U. S.  companies.  In  addition,  Houston  is  the  home  of  one  of  the  largest 
consular  corps  in  the  Nation,  with  over  60  foreign  governments  represented.  Also,  more 
than  20  countries  operate  trade  offices  here.  These  factors  have  made  the  Port  of 
Houston  a  preferred  gathering  and  distribution  point  for  shippers  transporting  goods  to 
and  from  the  Midwestern  and  Western  United  States. 

THE  PORT  OF  HOUSTON  -  PROTECTING  OUR  NATION 

During  the  Desert  Shield/Desert  Storm  operation,  the  U.S.  government  deployed  106 
vessels  carrying  458,342  tons  of  government  cargo  and  military  supplies  from  the 
Fentress  Bracewell  Barbours  Cut  Terminal  at  the  Port  of  Houston.    In  fact,  between 
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August  of  1990  and  October  of  1991  the  Port  of  Houston  was  the  second  busiest  port  in 
the  Nation  in  support  of  our  troops.  We  are  proud  that  the  strategic  location  of  the  Port 
of  Houston  allows  us  to  play  such  an  important  role  in  the  defense  of  our  Nation  and  the 
world. 

Although  the  official  Corps  budget  request  for  FY'97  will  not  be  available  until  March 
18,  it  is  our  understanding  that  the  Corps  will  be  requesting  slightly  over  $7  million  for 
maintenance  dredging  and  the  continuation  of  pre-construction,  engineering,  and  design 
for  the  project  to  widen  and  deepen  the  Houston  Ship  Channel. 

BACKGROUND  -  HOUSTON  SHIP  CHANNEL  MODERNIZATION 

The  Houston  Ship  Channel,  which  opened  in  1914,  is  believed  to  be  the  result  of  the 
first-ever  federal/local  cost-sharing  agreement.  At  that  time,  the  channel  was  18-1/2  feet 
deep.  It  was  subsequently  deepened  to  its  current  depth  of  40  feet  with  a  width  of  400 
feet.  This  last  improvement  was  completed  in  1966.  While  Houston  is  one  of  our 
Nation's  busiest  ports,  it  is  also  one  of  the  narrowest  deep  draft  channels.  As  you  can 
imagine,  ships  and  shipping  patterns  have  dramatically  changed  to  meet  the  demands  of 
world  trade  over  the  last  30  years.  Yet,  this  busy  waterway  has  not  been  widened  or 
deepened  to  accommodate  these  changes.  As  the  local  sponsor  for  the  Houston  Ship 
channel,  the  Port  Authority  began  its  quest  to  improve  the  channel  in  1967.  For  reasons 
of  safety,  environment  and  economics  the  Houston  ship  Channel  is  long  over-due  to  be 
improved. 

The  Port  Authority  worked  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  the  engineering  and  economic 
feasibility  studies  to  determine  if  such  improvements  were  advisable.  In  the 
developmental  stages  of  this  project,  concerns  were  raised  over  the  disposal  of  dredged 
material.  What  has  happened  during  the  study  phase  of  the  feasibility  and  environmental 
impact  of  the  project  has  been  precedent  -  setting  and  truly  exciting. 

THE  PORT  OF  HOUSTON  -  PROTECTING  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

The  Port  of  Houston,  and  its  partner  in  maintaining  this  federal  waterway  -  the  Corps  of 
Engineers-are  leading  the  way  to  a  unique  approach  to  addressing  the  environmental 
interests  in  the  improvement  of  the  Houston  Ship  Channel.  In  the  late  1980's,  the  Port 
Authority  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  joined  with  federal  and  state  agencies  to  form  an 
Interagency  Coordination  Team  (ICT)  in  a  cooperative  effort  to  address  enviroimiental 
concerns  with  the  project  -  a  process  advocated  by  environmental  groups  and  various 
resource  agencies.  The  ICT  included:  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (US ACE),  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS),  the  U.S.  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service  (USNRC),  the  U.S.  Enviroiunental  Protection  Agency  (EPA),  the  Texas  General 
Land  Office  (GLO),  Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife  Department  (TPWD),  the  Texas  Natural 
Resources  Conservation  Commission  (TNRCC),  the  Texas  Water  Development  Board 
(TWDB),  the  Galveston  Bay  National  Estuary  Program  (GBNEP),  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service  (NMFS),  the  Port  of  Galveston,  and  the  Port  of  Houston  Authority. 
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Several  committees  were  established  by  the  ICT.  One  of  the  most  important  committees 
established  was  the  Beneficial  Uses  Group  (BUG).  The  BUG,  chaired  by  the  Port,  was 
charged  with  developing  a  disposal  plan  to  utilize  dredged  material  in  an  environmentally 
sound  and  economically  acceptable  manner  that  also  incorporated  other  public  benefits 
into  its  design.  Most  important  was  the  Port  Authority's  committed  objective  that  the 
final  plan  would  have  a  net  positive  environmental  effect  over  the  life  of  the  project. 

We  are  pleased  to  report  that  the  ICT  unanimously  approved  the  beneficial  use  plan  for 
disposal  of  dredged  material  from  the  HSC  project  as  one  that  will  have  a  net  positive 
environmental  effect  on  Galveston  Bay,  while  significantly  increasing  the  net  economic 
benefits  to  the  region  and  our  Nation.  Three  basic  principles  guided  the  BUG  in  their 
efforts:  dredged  material  should  be  considered  a  potentially  valuable  resource; 
development  of  an  environmentally  acceptable  disposal  plan  is  intrinsic  to  the  approval 
of  the  project;  and,  the  adopted  disposal  plan  must  have  long  term  environmental  benefits 
for  the  Galveston  Bay  system. 

The  approach  utilized  by  the  BUG  for  Galveston  Bay  made  this  effort  unique  and 
precedent  setting.  What  was  attempted  had  never  been  done  before.  The  BUG  developed 
a  preferred  disposal  plan  rather  than  reviewing  a  proposal  in  a  regulatory  setting.  The 
BUG  also  addressed  one  of  the  largest  navigation  projects  in  recent  years  (approximately 
62  Million  Cubic  Yards  (MCY)  of  new  work  material  and  an  estimated  200  MCY  of 
maintenance  material  over  the  next  50  years.  Most  importantly,  the  BUG  actively 
solicited  beneficial  use  suggestions  from  environmental  interests  and  bay  user  groups 
whose  collective  ideas  were  given  full  consideration  during  the  development  of  the 
recommended  plan.  In  fact  the  community  identified  more  beneficial  uses  than  the 
material  available  from  the  project  plus  50  years  of  maintenance  dredging.  The  result 
was  the  identification  of  beneficial  uses  for  the  material  to  be  dredged  from  the 
improvement  project.  The  final  plan  includes  the  creation  of  4,250  acres  of  marsh  -  a 
bird  island,  boater  destination,  restorations  of  two  islands  lost  over  the  years  due  to 
erosion  and  subsidence.  In  addition,  an  underwater  berm  will  be  constructed  to  provide 
storm  -  surge  protection  and  habitat. 

PORT  DEVELOPMENT  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPROVEMENT  -  PARTNERS 

Sound  scientific  methods  were  used  to  examine  alternative  beneficial  use  plans  including: 

•hydrddynamic  and  salinity  models 
•analyses  of  physical  data 
•sediment  contaminant  studies,  and, 

•  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  productivity  smdies  to  determine  the  most 
environmentally  appropriate  locations  for  marshes. 

To  test  the  BUG's  concepts  outside  the  laboratory  and  to  highlight  the  positive  effect  of 
beneficial  uses,  the  Port  Authority  committed  to  three  demonstration  projects  in 
partnership  with  others.      First,   the  Port  Authority  and  the  Corps  developed  a 
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demonstration  marsh  on  Atkinson  Island  within  previously  designated  disposal  areas  in 
upper  Galveston  Bay.  The  220-acre  marsh  consists  of  emergent  fill  material  and  40  acres 
of  shallow,  open  water. 

The  cord  grass  for  this  marsh  was  developed  within  a  second  partnership.  Using  field 
offices,  a  greenhouse  and  ponds  located  at  a  facility  owned  by  Houston  Lighting  &  Power 
Company  (HL&P),  the  Port  Authority  teamed  wilh  them  and  the  NRCS  to  develop  a  salt 
grass  planting  program  to  supply  material  for  the  demonstration  island.  Training  and 
utilizing  participants  of  the  federal  Americorps  program,  the  NRCS  managed  and 
provided  oversight  of  this  large-scale,  cord  grass  cultivation  program. 

A  study  was  developed  to  test  the  large  scale  feasibility  of  constructing  oyster  reefs  using 
coal  combustion  by-product.  The  Port  Authority  entered  into  yet  a  third  partnership, 
again  with  HL&P  and  GBNEP,  to  develop  a  five-acre  artificial  oyster  reef  in  the  Bay, 
utilizing  material  from  coal  ash  from  local  power  plants.  This  partnership  demonstrated 
that  successful  development  of  cost-effective,  high-quality  artificial  reef  material  can 
benefit  the  Texas  coastal  marine  ecosystem  with  associated  benefits  to  all  oystering  and 
fishing  interests.  Equally  important  is  that  such  use  of  coal  ash  material  is  yet  another 
example  of  the  beneficial  recycling  of  what  would  otherwise  be  considered  "waste" 
material. 

PORT  OF  HOUSTON  -  LOOKING  TOWARD  THE  FUTURE 

The  voters  of  Harris  County  in  1989  committed  significant  local  funding  to  support  these 
improvements.  By  a  2  to  1  vote,  citizens  approved  a  measure  that  will  provide  the  local 
funding  ($130,000,000)  to  deepen  the  channel  to  45  feet  and  widen  it  to  530  feet.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  resource  agencies  involved  in  the  ICT  and  BUG  process  have 
worked  diligently  to  address  all  concerns  and  to  develop  a  truly  unique  approach.  The 
Port  Authority  heartily  commends  the  cooperation  and  hard  work  of  Uie  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  the  state  and  federal  agencies  who  have  participated  in  the  process  that  has 
this  project  being  applauded  across  the  maritime  and  environmental  communities. 

All  required  studies  on  this  improvement  project  have  been  completed.  The  review 
periods  for  public  comment  produced  several  noteworthy  positive  comments  including 
praise  for  the  beneficial  use  plan  by  the  Galveston  Bay  Foundation  and  other 
environmental  groups.  Most  significant  is  the  fact  that  the  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  on  this  project  is  the  first  in  history  to  have  netted  no  negative 
comments,  during  the  public  review. 

The  review  from  the  agencies,  the  same  agencies  who  unanimously  approved  the  BUG 
plan,  will  be  completed  by  March  12.  The  Corps  will  then  begin  the  internal  process  to 
ready  the  project  for  the  issuance  of  the  Chief  of  Engineer's  report.  We  have  been 
assured  by  the  Corps  the  Chiefs  report  will  be  issued  in  time  for  inclusion  in  the  1996 
Water  Resources  Development  Act. 
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In  addition,  there  are  a  few  other  comments  regarding  the  WRDA  bill  and  the  report 
language  that  are  essential  to  the  smooth  transition  from  authorization  to  appropriation 
to  construction.  Both  the  Galveston  District  of  the  Corps  and  the  Port  Authority  are 
committed  to  the  continuation  of  the  collaborative  effort  on  which  the  work  on  this 
project  has  been  based,  particularly  in  reference  to  the  design  and  construction 
management  elements  of  the  BUG  plan.  Moreover,  such  heightened  participation  is 
consistent  with  recent  initiatives  from  the  Assistant  Secretary's  office  to  involve  local 
sponsors  more  deeply  in  project  implementation.  However,  currently  ,  there  is  no 
authority  in  WRDA  for  this  to  occur,  i.e.,  working  together  sharing  both  expertise  and 
manpower  prior  to  authorization  and  execution  of  the  Project  Cooperative  Agreement 
(PC A).  Accordingly,  specific  language  will  need  to  be  included  in  the  WRDA 
authorizing  documents  providing  that  the  Port  Authority  receive  credit  against  its  cost 
share  for  the  work  funded  by  the  Port  prior  to  authorization  and  execution  of  the  PCA. 


The  Port  Authority  has  just  undertaken  a  detailed,  coordinated  Disposal  Area 
Management  Program  (DAMP)  for  the  four  Confined  Disposal  Facilities  (CDFs)  affected 
by  this  project;  these  are  LERRD  costs.  This  program  is  essential  to  ensure  the  required 
disposal  capacity  for  the  project  is  available  at  the  initiation  of  project  construction. 
More  critically,  this  program  will  result  in  substantial  cost  reductions  to  the  Federal 
Government,  the  local  sponsor  and  the  "local  service  facilities"  who  all  use  these  CDFs. 
These  cost  reductions  are  realized  both  during  construction  and  in  subsequent  project 
maintenance.  As  reflected  in  the  documents  supporting  the  Chiefs  Report,  the  District 
concurs  this  work  is  essential.  Under  current  Federal  regulations,  the  local  sponsor 
cannot  receive  LERRD  credit  for  work  done  prior  to  authorization  and  execution  of  the 
PCA.  Specific  language  will  need  to  be  included  in  the  WRDA  authorizing  documents 
providing  that  the  Port  Authority  receive  credit  against  LERRD 's  for  the  DAMP  work 
currently  underway.  This  is  a  project  in  which  the  local  sponsors,  and  particularly  the 
Port  of  Houston  Authority,  have  been  intensively  involved. 

Favorable  consideration  by  Congress  of  the  preceding  two  requests  is  not  shifting  costs 
from  one  party  to  another-they  are  requests  that  address  the  Local  Sponsor's  effort, 
expertise  and  concern  to  further  increase  this  project's  cost  effectiveness.  The  work  done 
and  funded  by  the  Port  Authority  resulted  in  a  decrease  in  the  cost  of  the  project. 

While  this  project,  as  conceived  and  recommended,  does  not  require  the  acquisition  and 
construction  of  new  CDFs.  The  Port  Authority  wishes  to  express  strong  support  for  the 
cost-sharing  proposal  put  forth  for  inclusion  in  this  WRDA  by  the  American  Association 
of  Port  Authorities  (AAPA).  This  will  insure  a  more  equitable  cost  sharing  approach  to 
navigation  projects  generally. 

This  project  has  been  studied  for  over  30  years.  It  has  not  only  addressed  environmental 
concerns,  but  has  gone  several  steps  further  in  achieving  a  plan  than  will  produce  a  net 
positive  environmental  effect  on  Galveston  Bay.  It  has  been  determined  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  have  a  greater  than  2  to  1  benefit  to  cost  ratio.    It  has  the  support  of  its 
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community  as  evidenced  by  the  2  to  1  vote  on  the  local  share  of  the  funding.  The 
disposal  plan  has  been  approved  by  all  of  the  state  and  federal  agencies  who  worked  on 
the  project.  It  has  widespread  bi-partisan  support  and  the  support  of  Texas  Governor 
George  Bush.  This  project  proves  that  port  development  and  environmental  concerns  are 
not  mutually  exclusive.  The  time  has  come  for  action.  Continuation  of  the  funding  for 
pre-construction,  engineering  and  design  on  this  project  is  essential. 

FY  '97  APPROPRIATION  FOR  DREDGING  BAYPORT 

It  is  our  understanding  the  Corps'  FY  '97  budget  will  include  funding  for  dredging  of  the 
Bayport  flare.  Shoaling  has  significantly  threatened  the  proper  depth  of  the  Bayport 
channel.  An  estimated  1 .62  million  yards  of  dredged  material  is  expected  to  be  dredged 
and  placed  in  areas  14  and  15  (semi-confined  sites)  to  maintain  federal  project  depth  of 
40'  in  this  stretch  of  the  Houston  Ship  Channel.  The  Port  of  Houston  Authority,  the 
Houston  Pilots,  and  the  users  of  the  Bayport  Channel  recognize  the  need  to  maintain  a 
depth  of  at  least  40  feet  for  navigational  safety.  We  cannot  afford  to  delay  this 
maintenance  dredging. 

HOUSTON  SHIP  CHANNEL  -  OPERATIONS  &  MAINTENANCE 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Corps'  FY  '97  budget  will  also  include  funding  for  the 
dredging  of  Redfish  Reef  to  Morgan's  Point  at  an  estimated  quantity  of  3.2  million  cubic 
yards  to  maintain  the  federal  project  depth  of  40'  along  with  associated  levee  and 
dewatering  of  disposal  sites.  As  we  stated  earlier,  maintaining  a  project  depth  of  40'  is 
essential  to  the  safety  of  the  vessels  that  navigate  the  Houston  Ship  Charmel  as  well  as 
the  pilots  whose  responsibility  it  is  to  safely  deliver  them  to  the  docks.  Dewatering  of 
dredged  disposal  sites  allows  the  disposal  sites  to  provide  maximum  capacity.  In 
addition,  plans  include  shore  protection  for  Peggy  Lake  and  Alexander  Island  disposal 
areas.   Environmental  concerns  confirm  the  validity  of  these  projects. 

CONCLUSION 

We  greatly  appreciate  your  past  support  and  urge  you  to  include  the  ftands  requested  by 
the  Corps  in  FY  '96  Corps  appropriations  to  fully  support  the  projects  for  the  Houston 
Ship  Channel.  These  maintenance  projects  and  particularly  the  funding  for  the  Houston 
Ship  Channel  widening  and  deepening  project  are  vital  to  the  Port  of  Houston's  continued 
ability  to  move  the  Nation's  commerce  in  a  safe,  efficient,  and  economical  manner.  We 
thank  you  for  consideration  of  these  requests. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  commend  Mr.  Gillette.  I 
have  watched  him  over  the  years  here.  He  always  makes  a  great 
presentation. 

Mr.  Gillette.  Well,  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Bevill.  He  convinces  us  in  a  short  time  of  what  his  needs 
are  and  he  is  doing  a  great  job  down  there.  I  know  the  people  of 
Houston  appreciate  him,  and  Gene  and  Jack  especially,  and  we  are 
delighted  to  have  you  two  with  us  also. 

Mr.  Gillette.  Thank  you. 

I  guess  I  will  be  forced  to  say  if  you  and  the  Chairman  quit  this 
job,  I  may  quit  my  job. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  My  goodness. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  hope  you  don't  do  that. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Congressman  Fields. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
PORT  OF  HOUSTON 

WITNESS 

HON.  JACK  FIELDS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  TEXAS 

Mr.  Fields.  Quickly,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  I  know  your  time 
is  limited  today. 

First  of  all,  listening  to  Mr.  Bevill,  I  think  I  have  been  before  you 
16  years  and  have  always 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  are  a  fairly  newcomer. 

Mr.  Fields.  I  have  always  found  you  very  accommodating  and 
we  appreciate  the  support  the  port  has  received. 

Just  to  amplify  on  a  few  things  that  Mr.  Gillette  mentioned.  The 
Port  of  Houston  has  a  broad  reach.  A  lot  of  our  export  earnings 
comes  from  the  Port  of  Houston.  A  tremendous  number  of  petro- 
chemical products,  a  lot  of  grain  from  all  over  the  country  comes 
through  the  port. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  discussion  in  the  national  media  about 
NAFTA.  We  are  the  largest  seaport  for  Mexico.  Goods  coming  into 
the  Port  of  Houston  create  American  jobs,  and  American  jobs  in 
taking  those  products  into  another  country.  So  the  Houston  ship 
channel  has  a  very  broad  reach. 

I  had  the  privilege  of  representing  it  for  12  years,  and  now  my 
colleague  has  the  pleasure  of  representing  most  of  it.  And  I  know 
he  would  join  me  in  saying  that  it  is  a  port  that  works  and  creates 
jobs  and  is  good  not  just  for  Houston  and  Texas,  but  is  good  for  the 
country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  time  and  your  atten- 
tion. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you. 


2357 

Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
PORT  OF  HOUSTON 

WITNESS 

HON.  GENE  GREEN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  TEXAS 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Mr.  Green. 

Mr.  Green.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  my  colleague.  I  was 
in  the  State  Senate  for  many  years  and  represented  the  port,  now 
in  Congress. 

The  Port  of  Houston  is  50  miles  from  the  Gulf.  We  have  a  long- 
term  project  for  the  deepening  and  widening,  and  that  is  the  appro- 
priations being  asked  for  today. 

And  again,  you  can  see  we  have  bipartisan  support  for  it.  And 
it  is  a  great  job  creator  in  our  districts  and  all  of  Houston,  but  it 
also  helps  us  on  our  export  market. 

I  would  just  encourage  the  committee  to  continue  the  support 
you  have  done  for  many  years  under  not  only  Chairman  Bevill  but 
Chairman  Myers,  and  appreciate  the  help  for  our  port. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Gene  and  Jack,  you  both  do  a  great  job.  You  always 
make  a  great  presentation  and  you  are  great  to  work  with. 

Mr.  Green.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Gillette.  And  they  are  great  friends,  too. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you,  gentlemen,  for  being  with  us. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

SAW  MILL  RUN  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

HON.  WILLIAM  J.  COYNE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Congressman  Bill  Coyne  from  Pennsylva- 
nia. 

Congressman,  thank  you  for  being  here.  A  copy  of  your  testimony 
will  be  included  in  its  entirety  in  the  record,  and  if  you  could  pro- 
ceed for  5  minutes.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Coyne.  Well,  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the 
opportunity  to  be  here  today. 

And  Mr.  Bevill  it  is  great  to  be  able  to  appear  before  you  once 
again  on  a  project  that  I  would  like  the  subcommittee  to  include 
funding  for  in  the  fiscal  year  1997  Energy  and  Water  Appropria- 
tions Budget. 

It  is  for  the  Saw  Mill  Run  Flood  Control  Project  in  Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania.  As  you  know,  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania 
experienced  widespread  flooding  in  January.  We  are  still  heavily 
engaged  in  the  process  of  recovery  as  so  many  other  communities 
are. 

Debris  is  being  removed  as  we  speak,  and  millions  of  dollars  of 
public  and  private  property  must  be  repaired  or  replaced.  Let  me 
say  that  the  assistance  provided  by  the  Federal  Government  in  the 
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wake  of  this  disaster  was  both  much  needed  and  very  greatly  ap- 
preciated. 

I  believe  that  the  Federal  Government  has  an  important  role  to 
play  in  responding  to  natural  disasters  and  in  addressing  the  Na- 
tion's pressing  infrastructure  needs.  Consequently,  I  supported  the 
subcommittee's  efforts  last  year  to  reject  the  administration  pro- 
posal to  change  Federal  policy  with  regard  to  flood  projects  and 
flood  control  projects.  I  was  very  pleased  the  bill  signed  into  law 
last  fall  directed  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  continue  to  under- 
take flood  control  projects. 

I  would  like  to  speak  to  you  today  about  a  flood  control  project 
that  is  very  important  to  the  district  that  I  represent.  Saw  Mill 
Run  is  a  waterway  in  Allegheny  County  that  empties  into  the  Ohio 
River.  Over  the  years,  there  have  been  numerous  incidents  of  seri- 
ous flooding  along  this  Saw  Mill  Run.  Homes  have  been  flooded 
and  traffic  patterns  have  been  disrupted.  Fortunately,  no  one  has 
ever  been  killed  to  date,  but  action  is  clearly  needed  to  eliminate 
this  hazard. 

The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986  authorized  a  flood 
control  project  along  Saw  Mill  Run.  And  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee provided  $500,000  several  years  ago  for  a  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers study  of  the  flooding  along  Saw  Mill  Run,  and  now  the  Corps 
is  ready  to  begin  work  on  the  project  itself. 

I  have  worked  closely  with  local  officials,  particularly  Pitts- 
burgh's Mayor  Tom  Murphy,  to  address  the  flooding  along  Saw  Mill 
Run.  I  can  say  without  question  that  the  Saw  Mill  Run  Flood  Con- 
trol Project  is  a  top  priority  of  the  City  and  that  the  city  is  commit- 
ted to  providing  its  share  of  the  cost  of  the  project. 

For  fiscal  year  1997,  the  Corps  would  need  funding  to  complete 
project  plans  and  specifications,  and  to  work  with  local  officials  as 
they  acquire  the  necessary  real  estate,  rights-of-way  and  easements 
for  the  project.  I  believe  that  the  Corps  will  be  able  to  provide  de- 
tail failed  figures  on  the  necessary  funding  for  fiscal  year  1997  once 
the  administration's  budget  request  is  submitted  to  Congress  on 
March  18. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  know,  responding  to  natural  disasters  like 
flooding  is  a  responsibility  that  the  Federal  Government  has  under- 
taken many  times  with  great  success.  Similarly,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  made  major  contributions  to  the  health  and  safety  of 
many  of  our  communities  through  public  works  like  the  flood  con- 
trol projects  built  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

I  ask  the  subcommittee  today  for  help  for  the  people  of  Pitts- 
burgh and  Allegheny  County  in  addressing  the  serious  flooding 
problem.  Please  include  funding  for  the  Saw  Mill  Run  Flood  Con- 
trol Project  in  the  fiscal  year  1997  Energy  and  Water  Appropria- 
tions Bill. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony, 
Mr.  Coyne. 

Thank  you  for  being  with  us. 

Mr.  Coyne.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Very  good,  thank  you. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

BEAVER  RIVER,  TURTLE  CREEK,  AND 
CONNOQUENESSING  CREEK  PROJECTS 

WITNESS 

HON.    RON   KLINK,   A   REPRESENTATIVE    IN   CONGRESS    FROM   THE 
STATE  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  The  Chair  is  pleased  to  recognize  Congress- 
man Ron  Klink,  also  from  Pennsylvania. 

Thank  you  for  your  patience.  I  know  you  came  in  here  earlier 
than  others.  I  don't  know  what  the  pecking  order  was  before,  but 
we  are  pleased  to  hear  from  you  now. 

Mr.  Klink.  No  problem,  I  am  happy  to  be  here.  And  thank  you 
for  your  patience  in  listening  to  what  I  have  to  say.  This  is  a  Penn- 
sylvania-kind-of-afternoon,  I  guess. 

I  will  ask  my  statement  be  submitted  for  the  record,  and  I  will 
try  to  shorten  it  for  you  so  that  it  will  make  your  afternoon  a  little 
more  pleasant. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  It  will  be  included  in  toto. 

Mr.  Klink.  We  in  the  Pittsburgh  area  have  seen  a  tremendous 
amount  of  opportunity  over  the  years  because  we  are  the  city  of 
three  rivers  and  many  of  those  districts  flow  through  my  district, 
which  are  contiguous  to  Congressman  Coyne's  district. 

When  the  steel  industry  went  down,  we  looked  for  economic  de- 
velopment along  these  rivers.  And  when  people  are  looking  at  mak- 
ing an  investment  along  the  river,  the  kind  of  flooding  that  we  had 
in  January,  which  caused  almost  a  billion  dollars  worth  of  damage 
across  this  State  and  caused  a  tremendous  amount  of  loss  of  life, 
those  private  people  are  not  going  to  make  those  kind  of  invest- 
ments. And  the  communities  that  lost  these  steel  mills  and  lost 
these  industries  do  not  have  the  dollars  to  go  in  and  do  these  kind 
of  massive  dredging  jobs  that  are  needed.  That  is  why  we  find  our- 
selves in  the  position  that  we  are. 

I  wanted  to  talk  to  you  about  three  studies,  and  we  have  talked 
to  the  Corps,  we  have  toured  these  sites  with  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers. The  first  request  I  am  making  is  a  reconnaissance  study  for 
the  main  channel  of  the  Beaver  River  and  its  tributary  near  the 
Boroughs  of  New  Brighton,  Rochester  and  Bridgewater.  The  Beaver 
River  comes  down  into  the  Ohio  and  it  is  a  recreational  river.  You 
also  have  restaurants  and  yacht  clubs  in  the  Pittsburgh  area. 

In  Pittsburgh  and  Beaver  County  you  probably  have,  if  not  the 
most  amount  of  licensed  boaters  anywhere  in  the  country,  you  have 
the  second  amount.  We  are  either  first  or  second.  And  people  are 
amazed  to  find  that  out  because  we  have  so  many  rivers  and  people 
do  use  them. 

The  purpose  of  the  study  is  to  develop  a  coordinated  program  of 
dredging  and  retention  pond  construction  to  correct  the  sedimenta- 
tion problem  that  really  promotes  this  flooding.  We  saw  businesses 
that  had  6,  7  feet  of  water  in  them.  Roadways  were  carried  away. 
I  saw  buildings  that  were  swept  off  their  foundations  and  carried 
away. 

In  talking  to  the  Corps  and  talking  to  the  hydrologists,  this  flood- 
ing either  would  not  have  occurred  at  all  or  it  would  have  been 
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minuscule  if  this  dredging  had  been  done  before.  So  they  have  to 
take  a  look — study  it  see  the  best  way  to  do  it,  and  we  can  solve 
this  problem  and  we  can  get  independent  expenditures  to  go  in 
there.  The  Corps  has  estimated  the  reconnaissance  study  would 
cost  $500,000. 

Secondly,  just  to  the  north  in  the  same  county,  we  really  need — 
the  same  flooding  showed  a  need  for  remedial  work  done  along  the 
Connoquenessing  Creek  near  the  Townships  of  Franklin  and  North 
Sewickley  and  Marion.  These  communities  flood  frequently. 

These  people  are  flooded  several  times  a  year.  And  we  now  have 
a  situation  where  bridge  abutments  and  highways  are  threatened. 
The  actual  stream  itself  has  moved  over,  and  the  residential  and 
personal  property  losses  in  these  three  communities  just  during  the 
January  flooding  was  almost  a  million  and  a  half  dollars.  Certainly 
remediation  is  much  preferred  to  having  this  kind  of  damage  on  a 
continual  amount  of  time. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  outlined  a  study  and  project  approach  to 
a  very  long-standing  problem  that  is  repeated  many  times  a  year. 
It  is  anticipated  that  along  the  Connoquenessing  Creek  we  need 
two  studies  done,  and  we  would  need  $100,000  at  each  location,  for 
a  total  of  $200,000,  and  we  think  we  could  solve  this  problem. 

Finally,  I  am  requesting  the  subcommittee  also  approve  a  recon- 
naissance study  for  Turtle  Creek  Watershed  near  Export,  Penn- 
sylvania. The  problem  we  have  here  is  repeated  flooding  and  a 
problem  that  Export  was  an  old  coal  mine  town  with  a  deep  mine. 
So  every  time  they  get  too  much  water,  the  acid  from  the  mine 
comes  off,  and  we  are  not  even  sure  where  it  is  coming  from. 

The  Turtle  Creek,  and  I  know  that  both  of  you  gentlemen  are 
concerned  about  the  environment,  I  will  tell  you  that  Turtle  Creek 
is  particularly  important  because  if  it  is  not  again  the  top  trout 
stream  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  it  is  one  of  the  top  five.  It  is 
a  tremendous  trout  stream  and  they  have  been  unable  to  fish  it  or 
to  stock  it  because  every  time  we  get  a  rain  or  a  runoff*,  this  acid 
mine  comes  out,  comes  into  the  creek  and  the  Borough  of  Export 
floods.  These  people's  businesses  and  homes  are  flooding  four,  five, 
six  times  a  year.  It  was  exacerbated  by  the  flooding  this  January. 

The  estimated  cost  of  this  study,  because  we  are  dealing  with 
trying  to  mitigate  where  this  water  is  coming  from  and  also  find 
out  where  the  acid  mine  water  is  coming  in,  this  study  is  going  to 
be  $500,000.  I  wish  that  you  would  give  this  serious  consideration. 
These  are  serious  matters  in  my  district  and  the  people  of  Penn- 
sylvania will  be  appreciative. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Ron,  I  can  relate  to  that  so  easily  because  I  have  the 
same  problem.  We  are  fighting  that  same  battle.  The  acid  water 
comes  out  of  the  coal  mines  into  the  rivers. 

Mr.  Klink.  I  know  you  have  that  in  your  State,  also.  I  appreciate 
that. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony.  It  has  been 
an  education. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Klink.  Thank  you. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Klink  follows:] 
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Project  Summary 
Fourth  Congressional  District  of  Pennsyivania 


Beaver  River/Study  ~  The  purpose  of  this  reconnaissance 
study  is  to  formulate  corrective  solutions  to  the  build-up  of 
sedimentation  in  the  main  channel  of  the  Beaver  River  near  the 
Boroughs  of  New  Brighton,  Rochester  and  Bridgewater.    The 
reconnaissance  study  will  also  focus  on  the  New  Brighton  Public 
Boat  Launch  and  the  following  tributaries:  Blockhouse  Run  in  New 
Brighton;  Brady's  Run  in  Bridgewater;  McKinley  Run  in  Rochester; 
and  Hamilton  Run  in  Bridgewater.    It  is  anticipated  that  the  study 
will  produce  a  coordinated  program  of  dredging  and  retention  pond 
construction  to  correct  the  existing  problem.    The  estimated  cost  of 
the  study  is  $500,000  (100  percent  federal). 

Connoquenessing  Creek/Study  ~  The  purpose  of  this 
reconnaissance  study  is  to  formulate  remedial  solutions  to  recurring 
flooding  in  the  Townships  of  Franklin  and  North  Sewickley  area  as 
well  as  in  the  Townships  of  Franklin  and  Marion  area  (near 
Fombell).    This  review  comes  under  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers'  205  program.    It  is  anticipated  that  the  study  would 
produce  a  plan  to  construct  an  earthen  levee  in  the 
Franklin/Sewickley  area  and  result  in  the  removal  of  sediment  from 
the  creek  in  the  Franklin/Marion  area.    The  estimated  cost  for  the 
study  is  $100,000  per  site  or  a  combined  amount  of  $200,000  (100 
percent  federal). 

Turtle  Creek  Watershed/Study  ~  The  purpose  of  this 
reconnaissance  study  is  to  identify  and  to  prioritize  corrective  actions 
concerning  acid  mine  drainage  in  the  Turtle  Creek  Watershed  near 
the  Borough  of  Export.    Currently,  acid  mine  drainage  has  adversely 
affected  the  creek's  animal  and  plant  life.    It  is  anticipated  the  study 
would  locate  all  acid  drainage  sites  and  prioritize  methods  to  restore 
the  creek's  ecosystem  by  wetlands  restoration  and  other  means.   The 
estimated  cost  for  the  study  is  $500,000  (100  percent  federal). 
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Testimony 

Congressman  Ron  Klink 

before 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

March  6,  1996 

Good  Afternoon.    Chairman  (John)  Myers,  Ranking  Member 
(Tom)  Bevill  and  other  members  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and 
Water  Development  ...  it's  a  pleasure  to  be  here.    I  share  your  keen 
interest  in  forging  ahead  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy  and 
Water  Development  Appropriations  Bill  for  Fiscal  Year  1997. 

In  particular,  I  want  to  call  the  subcommittee's  attention  to 
three  projects  in  the  Fourth  Congressional  District  of  Pennsylvania. 
As  many  of  you  know,  this  area  in  Western  Pennsylvania  was  once 
dominated  by  the  steel  industry.    Now  most  of  the  steel  jobs  have 
gone  overseas  driving  many  former  steelworkers  into  retraining  or 
into  lower-paying,  service-oriented  positions. 

The  absence  of  steel  has  forced  our  region  to  rethink  its  identity 
and  to  redirect  our  priorities.    Health  care,  small  businesses, 
financial  services,  energy-related  firms  and  other  industries  ~  bundle 
the  economy  together  so  its  not  so  dependent  on  any  one  sector. 
Despite  some  job  growth,  my  region  continues  to  be  dependent  on  its 
rivers  for  economic  development,  transportation  and  recreation 
purposes.    These  rivers  can  be  a  mixed  blessing.    They  can  provide  a 
boon  for  recreation  and  transportation.    But  Mother  Nature 
periodically  exacts  her  own  tribute. 

Record  flooding  in  January  throughout  Western  Pennsylvania 
and  statewide  mobilized  disaster  relief  by  the  federal,  state  and  local 
governments.    President  Clinton  declared  all  67  of  state's  counties  as 
disaster  areas.    Federal  emergency  loans  and  grants  have  helped  put 
the  state  back  on  its  feet  after  an  estimated  $700  million  worth  of 
damages. 

This  flooding  has  highlighted  the  need  for  two  of  the  three 
project  requests  which  I  bring  before  your  subcommittee.     AH  three 
of  the  projects  need  long-term  solutions. 
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Page  2 

Congressman  Ron  Klink 

Energy  &  Water  Development  Subcommittee 


First,  I  am  requesting  a  reconnaissance  study  for  the  main 
channel  of  the  Beaver  River  and  its  tributaries  near  the  Boroughs  of 
New  Brighton,  Rochester  and  Bridgewater. 

The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  develop  a  coordinated  program 
of  dredging  and  retention  pond  construction  to  correct  a 
sedimentation  problem  that  promotes  flooding  and  discourages 
waterfront  development  and  recreation.    I  have  been  been  working 
with  the  Boroughs  involved,  the  Beaver  County  Corporation  for 
Economic  Development  and  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
solve  this  problem.    The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  estimated  the 
reconnaissance  study  would  cost  $500,000. 

Second,  the  January  flooding  demonstrated  the  need  for 
remedial  work  along  the  Connoquenessing  Creek  area  in  the 
Townships  of  Franklin,  North  Sewickley  and  Marion.    News 
accounts  have  indicated  that  flood  waters  from  the  Connoquesnessing 
have  overrun  these  communities  no  less  than  10  times  in  the  last  two 
decades.    Residential  and  personal  property  losses  in  these  three 
communities  totalled  more  than  $1.4  million  after  the  most  recent 
flooding. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  outlined  a  study  and  project 
approach  to  resolve  this  long-standing  problem.   Two  reconnaissance 
studies  are  proposed  in  the  Franklin/Sewickley  area  and  in  the 
Franklin/Marion  area.    It  is  anticipated  that  each  study  would  cost 
$100,000  for  a  total  cost  of  $200,000.    These  studies  will  formalize 
plans  for  the  construction  of  an  earthen  levee  in  the  Franklin/North 
Sewickley  area  and  assist  in  planning  for  the  removal  of  sediment 
from  the  creek  in  the  Franklin/Marion  area.    These  measures  will 
help  eradicate  flooding  that  have  plagued  these  communities  for 
years. 
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Congressman  Ron  Klink 

Energy  &  Water  Subcommittee 

Finally,  I  am  requesting  the  subcommittee's  approval  of  a 
reconnaissance  study  for  the  Turtle  Creek  Watershed  near  the 
Borough  of  Export.    Acid  mine  drainage  ~  an  unwanted  by-product 
of  several  abandoned  coal  mines  —  has  damaged  the  plant  and 
wildlife  in  this  watershed.   The  Turtle  Creek  Watershed  Association 
and  others  have  identified  the  need  to  inventory  these  mine  drainage 
sites.    The  purpose  of  the  study  would  be  to  prioritize  methods  to 
restore  the  creek's  ecosystem  through  wetlands  restoration  and  other 
means.   The  estimated  cost  of  this  study  is  $500,000. 

Chairman  Myers,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before 
the  subcommittee.    I  would  be  delighted  to  answer  any  of  your 
questions  about  these  projects. 
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Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSIONS 

WITNESSES 

KENNETH  J.  COLE,  UNITED  STATES  COMMISSIONER,  SUSQUEHANNA 

RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
PAUL    O.    SWARTZ,    EXECUTIVE    DIRECTOR,    SUSQUEHANNA    RIVER 

BASIN  COMMISSION 
KEITH  R.  GENTZLER,  CHAIRMAN,  INTERSTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE 

POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 
VINCENT   P.    D'ANNA,    UNITED   STATES   COMMISSIONER,   DELAWARE 

RTVER  COMMISSION 
JERRY  HANSLER,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  DELAWARE  RTVER  BASIN 

COMMISSION 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  We  have  representatives  this  afternoon — 
shall  we  call  them  all  up  at  once. 

Representatives  of  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission. 

Do  we  have  some  representatives  here? 

And  Delaware  River  Basin  Commission  and  the  Interstate  Com- 
mission on  the  Potomac  River  Basin. 

And,  gentlemen,  if  you  would  be  kind  enough  to  introduce  your- 
selves. 

Yes,  you  appear  to  be  first. 

A  copy  of  everybody's  remarks  will  be  made  part  of  the  overall 
public  record. 

And  if  we  could  try  to  stay  within  some  decent  time  limits. 

Yes.  First. 

Mr.  Cole.  I  am  Kenneth  Cole,  the  United  States  Commissioner 
of  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Mr.  Cole,  thank  you  for  being  with  us. 

Mr.  Cole.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Congressman  Bevill. 
Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  in  support  of 
fiscal  year  1997  appropriations  for  the  River  Basin  Commissions, 
which  is  the  Delaware,  the  Potomac  and  the  Susquehanna. 

I  want  to  publicly  first  thank  Congressman  Tim  Holden  and  Con- 
gressman George  Gekas  for  testifying  before  this  committee  on  our 
behalf. 

I  am  Kenneth  Cole,  United  States  Commissioner  for  the  Susque- 
hanna River  Basin  Commission.  With  me  today  is  Mr.  Paul  Swartz, 
Executive  Director  of  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission, 
and  also  members  of  the  other  two  commissions  who  will  introduce 
themselves. 

This  request  is  both  for  continued  Federal  financial  support  of 
the  programs  of  the  Commission,  as  well  as  funding  for  my  office. 
Detailed  formal  statements  are  being  submitted  for  the  record. 
They  address  in  detail  the  reasons  we  believe  continued  Federal 
participation  in  the  Federal  River  Basin  is  fully  warranted. 

As  you  know,  the  President's  budget  will  not  be  officially  released 
until  later  this  month.  We  do,  however,  ask  for  Federal  funding  for 
each  of  the  three  Eastern  River  Basin  Commissions  as  provided  in 
the  President's  budget.  We  shall  submit  the  normal  congressional 
budget  justification  statements  and  schedules  reflecting  the  specif- 
ics of  our  budget  request  as  soon  as  possible  after  release  of  the 
President's  budget. 
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We  understand  the  need  to  streamline  government.  In  fact,  the 
very  reason  for  the  creation  of  the  River  Basin  Commissions  was 
to  streamHne  management  of  areas  involving  interstate  and  mul- 
tiple Federal  agency  interests. 

All  three  River  Basin  Commissions  before  you  today  are  bare- 
bones  agencies,  tiny,  in  fact,  and  the  Federal  Grovernment  is  an  im- 
portant member  of  each.  Both  the  continued  participation  and  fi- 
nancial support  of  the  Federal  Grovernment  in  these  commissions 
is  critically  important. 

I  will  be  straightforward  in  addressing  certain  assumptions 
about  the  roles  and  responsibilities  of  the  Federal  Government  in 
the  three  commissions.  The  assumption  that  the  States  benefit 
more  from  the  work  of  the  commissions  than  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment is  not  valid.  Neither  is  the  assumption  valid  that  the  States 
can  pay  both  their  share  and  the  Federal  Grovernment  share  of  fi- 
nancial responsibility  for  the  commissions. 

Testimony,  both  Mr.  Schwartz  and  I  have  provided  for  the 
record,  details  many  ways  in  which  the  collective  work  of  the  three 
commissions  benefits  the  Nation.  It  also  explains  why  our  member 
States,  with  growing  difficulty  in  balancing  their  own  budgets,  view 
the  notion  of  taking  on  the  Federal  Government's  responsibilities 
for  the  commissions  as  one  more  unfunded  mandate. 

The  commissions  provide  significant  environmental  benefits  to 
the  Nation.  Both  the  Susquehanna  and  Potomac  Commissions  play 
important  roles  in  the  restoration  and  protection  of  the  Chesapeake 
Bay,  a  national  treasure.  Once  the  Susquehanna,  Potomac  and 
Delaware  Rivers  were  virtually  cesspools  of  human  waste  and  pol- 
lutants from  various  industries.  Now  they  are  national  models  of 
what  can  be  done  to  restore  a  river. 

The  commissions  also  provide  significant  economic  benefits  to  the 
Federal  Government.  First,  they  save  the  Federal  Government 
money,  which  is  very  unusual.  For  instance,  although  the  flooding 
which  occurred  in  January  of  this  year  was  devastating  in  all  three 
of  our  basins,  it  could  have  been  even  worse  in  terms  of  loss  of  life 
and  property.  Had  it  not  been  for  the  flood  forecast  and  warning 
program  in  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin,  developed  and  coordi- 
nated by  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission,  the  cost  to  the 
Federal  Government  would  have  been  much  more  in  disaster  relief 
payments. 

This  program  provided  significant  advanced  warning  to  allow 
evacuation  in  communities  throughout  our  basin.  It  also  saves  the 
Federal  Government  on  average  each  year  an  estimated  $17  mil- 
lion in  disaster  payments. 

Second,  the  River  Basin  Commissions  help  to  balance  the  Fed- 
eral budget.  In  the  case  of  the  Susquehanna  Commission,  for  exam- 
ple, from  one  water  management  project  alone,  the  Federal  Gk)vern- 
ment  receives  a  windfall  of  more  than  $3  million  each  year  for  a 
period  of  50  years.  At  the  same  time,  the  amount  we  have  re- 
quested for  fiscal  year  1997  to  support  both  our  program  and  my 
office  is  less  than  one-fourth  of  that  amount. 

Through  similar  partnership  efforts  between  the  commissions 
and  the  Federal  Government,  that  excellent  return  on  investment 
can  become  even  better  for  the  Federal  Government.  But  that  is 
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only  possible  if  we  continue  to  exist  and  our  ability  to  now  lies  in 
your  hands. 

Of  course,  we  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any  concerns  you  have. 
Paul  Swartz  and  I  are  here  to  address  questions  regarding  the  Sus- 
quehanna River  Basin  Commission.  We  would  appreciate  the  op- 
portunity to  provide  written  response  for  the  record  covering  any 
concerns  which  remain  after  today's  hearing  and  request  that  the 
hearing  record  be  held  open  for  the  receipt  of  additional  state- 
ments. 

In  addition,  we  are  aware  that  there  are  many  interests  in  our 
three  basins,  including  local  communities,  business  and  environ- 
mental concerns,  who  are  prepared  to  either  testify  or  offer  written 
statements  in  support  of  our  Commission  and  the  retention  of  Fed- 
eral participation  in  it. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Cole,  Mr.  Swartz. 

[The  statements  of  Mr.  Cole  and  Mr.  Swartz  follow:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  KENNETH  J.  COLE,  UNITED  STATES  COMMISSIONER 
SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION,  IN  SUPPORT  OF  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 
APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  AND  THE  FEDERAL 
CONTRIBUTION  BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 
DEVELOPMENT,  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS,  MARCH  6, 1996 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee:  I  am  Kenneth  J.  Cole,  United  States 
Commissioner  for  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission.   It  is  a  pleasure  to 
appear  before  you.   I  do  this  in  a  dual  capacity,  in  support  of  an  appropriation  for 
salaries  and  expenses  for  the  Office  of  the  United  States  Commissioner  and  also  for 
the  Federal  Contribution  to  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission.  The 
Commission  is  small  in  size  but  the  policy  issues  are  the  same  as  those  that  affect 
larger  agencies.   Continued  participation  and  financial  support  of  the  Federal 
government  for  the  Commission  is  critically  important  to  its  existence. 

The  Administration  has  given  its  support  to  the  Commission  for  FY  1997  and  beyond. 
We  will  be  requesting  $722,000  for  FY  1997.  Once  the  details  of  the  President's  FY 
1997  budget  have  been  presented  to  the  Congress,  we  will  submit  detailed  justification 
statements  for  the  Commission. 

We  ask  that  the  subcommittee  reconsider  the  policy  guidance  contained  in  the  FY  1996 
conference  report  on  future  direct  funding  for  the  three  river  basin  commissions 
including  retention  of  the  Federal  Commissioner's  office.  We  and  the  Administration, 
and  most  members  of  the  congressional  delegation  from  the  cognizant  states  believe 
that  the  river  basin  commissions  provide  key  leadership  in  these  areas:  (I)  flood  plain 
management,  (2)  watershed  management  and  (3)  smaller  more  efficient  government. 
With  a  small  amount  of  up  front  funding,  the  Commission  has  put  into  place  projects, 
programs  and  policies  that  have  created  big  returns. 

The  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission  (SRBC)  is  a  Federal-interstate  compact 
agency  whose  membership  includes  New  York,  Pennsylvania,  Maryland  and  the 
United  States.  Congress  not  only  provided  its  consent  to  this  compact.  Public  Law  91- 
575,  but  made  the  United  States  a  full  fledged  voting  member.  A  member  and  an 
alternate  member  appointed  by  the  President  exercises  this  voting  power  on  an  equal 
footing  with  the  member  states.  Thus,  there  was  a  commitment  made  by  all  of  the 
signatory  parties  to  jointly  exercise  their  sovereign  powers  to  manage  the  water 
resources  of  the  Susquehanna  Basin  under  comprehensive,  multi-purpose  planning 
principles.   This  unique  partnership  among  the  Commission's  state  members  and  the 
Federal  government  to  manage  this  interstate  river  system  exemplifies  the  so-called 
new  federalism  at  its  tiest. 
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Under  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Compact,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  SRBC  extends 
across  state  lines  to  bring  a  comprehensive  watershed  management  approach  to  the 
entire  27,500  square  mile  river  basin.  The  Compact  focuses  particular  attention  on 
interstate  matters.   For  example,  the  Commission  must  approve  all  projects  on  or 
crossing  the  boundary  between  any  two  signatory  states  or  a  project  in  one  state 
having  a  significant  effect  on  the  water  resources  of  another  state. 

To  arbitrate  or  avoid  conflicts  between  the  signatory  states,  Section  3.8  of  the  compact 
gives  the  Commission  the  authority  to  "allocate  the  waters  of  the  basin  to  and  among 
the  signatory  states  and  impose  related  conditions,  obligations  and  release 
requirements."  This  is  a  function  that  the  U.  S.  Supreme  Court  would  have  to  carry  out 
without  the  existence  of  the  Commission.  Thus,  the  Commission  serves  as  a 
mechanism  for  the  settlement  of  interstate  disputes  and  a  promoter  of  interstate 
"comity"  or  harmony  as  stated  in  the  "purposes"  section  of  the  compact.   Avoiding 
disputes  has  saved  the  Federal  government  potentially  expensive  court  and  arbitration 
costs,  and  increased  the  efficiency  of  resource  allocation. 

Unfortunately,  a  perception  has  developed  among  some,  spawned  mainly  by  a  report 
issued  last  year  by  the  Heritage  Foundation,  that  Federal  participation  in  the 
Commissions  is  not  appropriate  because,  as  the  report  alleges,  most  of  the  benefits 
flow  to  the  state  members  and  most  of  the  issues  are  state  and  local  in  scope.  The 
report  also  suggests  that  the  state  members  of  the  Commission  can  assume  100% 
financing  of  the  Commission.   This  hasty  and  erroneous  conclusion  was  drawn  without 
even  the  most  cursory  investigation  of  the  powers,  duties  and  accomplishments  of  the 
river  basin  commissions.   When  those  powers,  duties  and  accomplishments  are  duly 
examined,  it  becomes  clear  that  substantial  benefits  do  flow  to  the  Federal  government 
and  to  the  nation,  and  that  the  nature  of  the  powers  exercised  by  the  Commission 
make  federal  participation  appropriate. 

The  assumption  that  the  states  benefit  more  from  the  work  of  the  Commission  than  the 
Federal  government  is  not  valid.   Nor  is  the  assumption  that  the  states  can  pay  both 
their  share  and  the  Federal  government's  share  of  financial  responsibility  for  the 
Commission.   Our  member  states  face  growing  difficulty  in  balancing  their  own 
budgets  and  regard  this  notion  of  taking  on  the  Federal  government's  responsibility  for 
the  Commission  as  one  more  unfunded  mandate. 

While  a  return  of  power  to  the  states  is  important  in  interstate  river  management,  the 
important  role  of  the  Federal  government  in  a  partnership  capacity  with  the  states 
should  not  be  discounted.   It  takes  full  participation  and  commitment  of  all  four  partners 
to  make  this  interstate  management  mechanism  perform  at  its  best. 
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There  are  many  ways  in  which  the  collective  work  of  the  Commission  benefits  the 
nation.  The  Commission,  along  with  my  office,  works  very  closely  with  Federal 
agencies  like  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  the  National 
Weather  Service,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  others  as  appropriate,  to 
manage  the  basin's  water  resources.  The  Commission  is  the  non-Federal  sponsor  of 
a  water  storage  project  at  the  Federally-owned  Cowanesque  Flood  Control  Reservoir 
in  Pennsylvania.   Water  storage  has  been  purchased  by  the  Commission  for  release 
during  periods  of  low  flow.  The  Commission  is  paying  back  a  portion  of  the  original 
construction  costs  of  the  project  to  the  U.S.  Government  at  the  rate  of  about  $3  million 
per  year  over  50  years.  This  money  would  not  be  returned  to  the  Treasury  without  the 
Commission's  storage  project.   Currently  the  Commission  is  paying  the  government 
$8.33  for  every  dollar  of  federal  funding  it  receives. 

If  the  Commission  is  weakened  by  the  current  fiscal  crisis  and  loses  its  financial 
viability,  the  continued  payment  of  this  obligation  will  be  seriously  jeopardized. 
Current  law  prohibits  the  utilities  from  contracting  directly  with  the  Federal  government 
for  water  storage  and  the  purpose  of  the  project  is  to  comply  with  Commission 
regulations.  Thus,  if  there  is  no  Commission,  there  is  no  project.  We  hope  to  bring 
another  project  on  line  in  the  near  future  that  would  also  return  monies  to  the  Treasury. 

Also  benefiting  from  the  Cowanesque  storage  project  is  every  water  user  on  the  river 
between  the  project  and  the  Chesapeake  Bay-insured  maintenance  of  stream  biota; 
recreational  users  including  boaters  and  fishermen;  electric  hydropower  projects; 
municipalities  and  some  agricultural  users.  Also,  the  receiving  waters  of  the  Bay  rely 
on  the  Susquehanna  for  50%  of  fresh  water  inflows.  The  Bay  is  an  undisputed 
national  treasure  which  makes  enormous  contributions  to  the  nation's  environmental, 
scenic,  recreational  and  economic  well-being. 

In  cooperation  with  the  National  Weather  Service  and  the  USGS,  and  supported  by 
local  emergency  management  personnel  from  all  over  the  Basin,  the  Commission 
initiated  a  flood  forecast  and  warning  system  for  the  Basin.   The  Susquehanna  is  one 
of  the  nation's  most  flood  prone  river  basins  with  average  annual  damages  of  $113 
million.   In  the  most  recent  flooding  of  January  1996,  there  are  estimates  of  as  much  as 
$1  billion  in  property  losses.  One  of  the  reasons  for  the  high  average  damage  figures 
is  the  characteristically  rapid  development  of  floods  as  rains  and  snow  melt  run  off 
mountainous  terrain,  the  dominant  land  form  in  the  Basin. 

As  devastating  as  the  flooding  was  in  the  Basin,  it  could  have  been  even  worse  in 
terms  of  loss  of  life  and  property-and  would  have  cost  the  Federal  government  much 
more  in  disaster  relief  payments-had  it  not  been  for  our  flood  forecast  and  warning 
program.   On  average,  an  estimated  $17  million  in  annual  flood  damages  is  averted 
because  of  this  program. 
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Through  the  intervention  of  the  Commission  and  other  state  and  Federal  natural 
resource  agencies  in  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  relicensing 
proceedings,  runs  of  American  shad  are  being  restored  to  the  Susquehanna  River.   In 
the  spring  of  1995  a  record  60,000  were  trapped  at  Conowingo  Dam  and  transported 
upstream.   Soon,  fish  passage  facilities  at  all  four  lower  Susquehanna  River  hydro 
dams  will  open  the  entire  river  to  migrating  shad,  which  once  migrated  in  huge 
numbers  as  far  north  as  Binghamton,  New  York.  The  recreational  and  economic 
impacts  of  this  restoration  are  bound  to  be  substantial. 

The  United  States  Commissioner  represented  the  interests  of  the  Federal  government 
and  the  national  interest  in  water  resources  development  on  the  Commission.   I  have 
worked  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  NOAA,  EPA,  USGS  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  on  such  matters  as  flood  control,  flood  warning,  water  supply.  Chesapeake 
Bay  and  migratory  fish  restoration. 

While  these  federal  agencies  provide  good  cooperation  with  the  Commission,  in  the 
final  analysis,  it  is  the  United  States  Commissioner  who  speaks  for  the  Federal 
government  on  the  Commission.  It  is  my  direct  participation  and  vote  that  allows  the 
Commission  to  carry  on  its  everyday  business.   It  is  not  clear  how  the  Commission  will 
be  able  to  carry  out  its  important  business  like  adopting  budgets  and  making  drought 
declarations  if  a  participating  Federal  member  is  not  present  to  vote  on  these  matters 
as  required  by  the  compact.  The  terms  of  the  compact  do  not  allow  for  representation 
of  the  Federal  government  by  a  consortium  of  cooperating  federal  agencies. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  hope  that  you  will  give  careful  consideration  to  all  of  the  above  and 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  river  basin  commissions  are  essential  and  should 
continue  to  receive  federal  funding. 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

1721  North  Front  Street  •  Harrisburg.  Pennsylvania  17102-2391 
Phone  (717)  238-0423  •  Fax  (717)  238-2436 


TESTIMONY  OF  THE  SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

IN  SUPPORT  OF  ITS  FY  1997  BUDGETARY  REQUEST 

TO  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

TO  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

March  6, 1996 

Submitted  by: 

Paul  O.  Swartz 

Executive  Director 

Thank  you  Chairman  Myers  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee  for  this  opportunity  to 
present  written  testimony  in  support  of  the  federal  government's  FY  1997  contribution  to  the 
Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission  (Conunission)  and  appropriation  of  fimds  for  the  salary 
and  expenses  of  our  U.S.  Commissioner,  Mr.  Kenneth  Cole. 

The  Commission  was  very  pleased  to  leam  that  the  Administration  will  be  proposing 
federal  funding  for  the  three  eastern  river  basin  commissions  in  FY  1997.  We  now  seek 
Congressional  support  for  this  action.  Specifically,  we  request  your  support  of  an  appropriation 
in  the  amount  of  $380,000  as  the  federal  government's  share  of  financial  support  for  our 
programs  as  well  as  an  appropriation  adequate  for  our  United  States  Commissioner. 

Last  year,  a  joint  conference  report  of  this  subcommittee  and  the  one  firom  the  Senate 
indicated  that  FY  1996  would  be  the  final  year  of  federal  funding  for  three  eastern  river  basin 
commissions.  The  reasoning  for  this  decision  appears  to  be  based  on  an  assumption  that  the 
benefits  of  the  Commission  are  derived  by  mainly  the  Commission's  member  states  and 
therefore  those  states  ought  to  pay  for  the  Commission's  operations  with  no  federal  contribution. 
A  cursory  review  of  the  programs,  powers  and  duties  of  our  Commission  proves  that  this 
conclusion  is  plainly  in  error. 

The  Commission  is  empowered  by  the  Compact  to  acquire  projects  for  storage  and 
release  of  water.  The  Commission's  acquisition  of  storage  in  the  federally-owned  Cowanesque 
Reservoir  in  Tioga  County,  Pennsylvania  results  in  an  annual  payment  to  the  U.S.  Treasury 
exceeding  $3  million.  This  is  not  the  repayment  of  a  loan  or  the  repayment  for  a  benefit 
bestowed  on  the  Commission  by  the  government.  It  is  the  payment  of  a  reallocated  portion  of 
the  original  construction  cost  of  the  project  which  the  government  would  not  be  receiving  but 
for  the  Commission's  storage  project.  In  this  sense,  it  is  a  total  windfall  for  the  government. 


A  water  mamgemmt  agency  serving  the  Susquihmru  RMt  watershed 
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The  termination  of  federal  funding  for  the  Commission  threatens  its  viability  and  its  very 
existence.  If  the  Commission  is  so  weakened  by  the  current  fiscal  crisis  that  it  loses  its  fmancial 
viability,  the  continued  annual  payment  to  the  federal  Treasury  for  this  obligation  will  be 
seriously  jeopardized.  Furthermore,  future  opportunities  for  similar  cooperation  with  the 
government  at  other  federally-owned  projects  will  also  be  lost. 

It  is  simply  inconceivable  that  the  federal  government  would  eliminate  one  of  the 
few  programs  that  actually  returns  far  more  dollars  annually  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  than  it 
receives.  The  potential  loss  of  $3  million  annually  (for  a  period  of  fifty  years)  from  the 
Cowanesque  project  is  certainly  counter-productive  to  the  government's  e£forts  to  balance  the 
federal  budget  and  is  therefore  fiscally  unsound. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  state  members  of  the  Susquehanna  Compact  can  fill  in  the 
financial  gap  left  by  the  termination  of  federal  funding.  That  conclusion  is  not  supported  by  the 
facts.  Many  states  are  facing  fiscal  deficits  of  unprecedented  proportions.  Passing  additional 
responsibilities  to  the  states  for  the  operation  of  interstate  river  management  agencies  without 
accompanying  financial  support  simply  imposes  another  unfiinded  federal  mandate  on  those 
states. 

The  Commission's  member  states  -  New  York,  Pennsylvania  and  Maryland  -  are  among  a 
growing  list  of  financially-strapped  states.  The  State  of  Maryland  currently  has  a  $59  million 
deficit,  which  could  rise  to  as  much  as  $117  million  by  fiscal  1997,  if  current  projections  hold. 
New  York  is  fighting  a  multi-billion  dollar  deficit  and  therefore  can  appropriate  only  a  portion  of 
the  state's  share  to  the  Commission.  Finally,  the  economic  outlook  for  the  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania  is  equally  bleak;  Governor  Tom  Ridge  submitted  a  proposed  FY  1997  budget  that 
calls  for  $30  million  less  spending  than  the  previous  fiscal  year. 

The  Commission's  water  management  programs  and  regulations  contribute  to  protection 
of  the  environment.  For  example,  the  Commission  is  the  only  agency  that  manages  consumptive 
use  of  water  in  the  basin.  Without  augmentation  of  flows  provided  as  the  result  of  the 
Commission's  exercise  of  its  water  management  responsibilities,  consumptive  use  during  periods 
of  low  flow  is  very  harmful  to  downstream  water  users  and  to  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  which 
receives  one-half  of  its  freshwater  inflow  fi-om  the  Susquehanna  River.  The  health  of  the 
Susqueharma  River  has  a  direct  correlation  with  the  health  of  the  Bay,  which  is  an  undisputed 
national  treasure  that  makes  enormous  contributions  to  the  nation's  environmental,  scenic, 
recreational  and  economic  well  being. 

Ending  25  years  of  support  for  the  SRBC  would  be  a  renunciation  of  the  federal 
government's  long  time  commitment  to  the  environment.  This  is  a  commitment  which  has  been 
recognized  by  all  of  our  Presidents  from  Richard  Nixon  to  Bill  Clinton  and  a  commitment  which 
has  been  recently  reaffirmed  in  this  Congress  by  Speaker  Gingrich. 

The  Susquehanna  is  one  of  the  nation's  most  flood  prone  river  betsins,  with  average 
annual  damages  of  $113  million.  In  the  recent  flooding  of  January  1996,  there  are  estimates  of 
as  much  as  $1  billion  in  property  losses  and  15  hves  in  the  Susquehanna  basin  alone.  As  bad  as 
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this  flood  was,  things  could  have  been  worse  if  several  important  SRBC  non-structural  flood 
programs  had  not  been  in  place. 

These  programs  include: 

•  The  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Flood  Forecasting  and  Warning  System 
initiated  by  the  Commission,  with  an  estimated  benefit-to-cost  ratio  of  13-to-l 
and  an  estimated  annual  damage  savings  of  $17  million; 

•  Community  flood  plain  and  flood  stage  forecast  mapping  proposed  by  the 
Commission  used  for  flood  insurance  eligibility,  planning  and  emergency 
management;  and 

•  Technical  assistance  provided  by  the  Commission  to  local  communities  for 
the  establishment  of  watershed-based  flash  flood  warning  systems. 

Experience  shows  that  it  is  far  less  expensive  to  invest  in  such  non-structural  measures 
prior  to  a  flood  than  to  pay  out  federal  disaster  assistance  after  a  flood.  This  was  the  conclusion 
of  the  Galloway  Report,  which  recommends  greater  use  of  non-structural  flood  damage  reduction 
measures  after  the  experiences  of  the  devastating  1993  mid- West  floods. 

Like  the  federal  government,  the  authority  of  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission 
extends  across  state  lines  to  bring  a  comprehensive  watershed  management  approach  to  the  entire 
27,500  square  mile  Susquehanna  River  Basin.  Almost  every  project  or  program  run  by  the 
Commission  has  interstate  impacts.  Whether  it  is  advocating  the  maintenance  of  a  basinwide 
flood  warning  system,  operating  a  project  for  storage  and  release  of  water  at  the  Cowanesque 
Reservoir,  monitoring  water  quality,  or  restoring  migratory  fish  to  the  river  system,  the  benefits 
of  each  of  these  activities  are  not  confined  to  a  single  jurisdiction.  The  benefits  also  flow  to  the 
nation  as  a  whole,  including  a  healthier,  more  productive  Chesapeake  Bay,  a  restored  interstate 
shad  fishery,  and  a  reduction  in  taxpayer  financed  federal  disaster  assistance. 

Under  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Compact,  the  Commission  also  acts  as  a  non-judicial 
forum  for  the  settlement  of  interstate  disputes  and  as  a  promoter  of  interstate  "comity,"  or 
harmony.  Certainly,  the  promotion  of  harmony  among  the  several  states  which  form  the  union 
serves  a  national  purpose  and  is  one  of  reasons  why  this  federal  government  was  formed. 

Even  with  so  much  of  the  Commission's  work  focused  on  interstate  matters  and  with  so 
many  contributions  to  the  national  welfare,  we  are  not  asking  the  Congress  to  be  the  sole 
supporter  of  the  Commission.  Three  states  have  joined  with  the  federal  government  to  manage 
the  basin's  water  resources  and  to  share  in  the  fimding  of  the  Commission.  It  is  a  partnership  that 
exemplifies  the  so-called  "new  federalism"  at  its  best,  i.e.  a  return  of  more  authority  and 
discretion  to  the  states  and  a  more  efficient  sharing  of  power  between  the  states  and  the  federal 
government. 

This  year  marks  the  twenty-fifth  year  of  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission. 
During  the  past  quarter  century,  this  Commission  has  provided  many  benefits  and  services  to  the 
3.8  million  residents  of  the  basin  ~  as  well  as  the  communities  they  live  in  and  the  businesses 
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they  work  in.  The  desision  made  by  this  Subcommittee  (House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on 
Energy  and  Water  Development)  in  considering  our  request  for  continued  funding  in  FY  97  is 
critical  to  our  future.  It  may  well  make  the  decision  which  determines  whether  or  not  the 
Commission  will  continue  to  exist. 

Without  the  Commission,  conflicts  among  water  users  will  inevitably  develop,  including 
conflicts  among  states  such  as  those  which  led  to  the  formation  of  the  Delaware  River  Beisin 
Commission  35  years  ago.  Those  conflicts  will  have  to  be  resolved  in  the  courts  at  great  cost  and 
considerable  delay.  Without  the  Commission,  the  coordination  among  federal  and  state  agencies 
which  operate  in  the  Susquehanna  River  basin  will  no  longer  exist,  resulting  in  more  cost  to 
government  and  duplication  of  effort  among  governmental  agencies. 

The  Commission  and  the  Commission  alone  manages  consumptive  water  use  in  the 
Susquehanna  River  basin.  Without  the  Commission,  water  will  no  longer  be  provided  during 
times  of  low  flow  (such  as  we  experienced  just  last  year)  to  compensate  for  large  consumptive 
water  uses  such  as  evaporative  losses  from  cooling  towers  at  electric  generating  facilities  in  the 
basin.  As  a  result,  there  will  be  less  water  available  for  the  competing  needs  of  public  water 
suppliers,  industries,  power  generation,  recreation  and  the  needs  of  fish  and  other  acquatic 
resources,  including  those  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  Without  the  Commission,  the  federal 
government  will  lose  sources  of  revenue  which  are  possible  only  because  of  the  Commission's 
unique  authority. 

In  summary,  we  sincerely  believe  that  termination  of  fiinding  for  our  Commission  by  the 
federal  government  would  be  "penny-wise  and  pound  foolish." 

Thank  you  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  panel  for  this  opportunity  to  present 
this  written  testimony. 
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STORING  WATER  FOR  LOW  FLOWS 

Cowanesque  Water  Supply  Storage  Project 


"The  commission  shall  have  power  to  acquire,  construct,  operate,  and  control  projects  and 
facilities  for  the  storage  and  release  of  waters  for  the  regulation  of  flows  and  supplies  of 
surface  and  ground  waters  of  the  basin,  for  the  protection  of  public  health,  stream  quality 
control,  economic  development,  improvement  of  fisheries,  recreation,  dilution  and  abatanent 
of  pollution,  the  prevention  of  undue  salinity,  and  other  purposes. " 

-  Section  42(a)  ofthe  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Compact,  P.L.  91-575;  84  Stat  1509  et  seq. 


Do  SRBC  regulations  require  large  water  users 
to  compensate  for  the  quantity  of  water  they 
use? 

Yes,  during  times  of  low  flows  in  the  Susquehanna 
River.  The  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission's 
(SRBCs)  regulations  on  consumptive  water  uses 
(803.42)  require  large  water  users,  consuming  water  in 
excess  of  20,000  gallons  per  day  over  a  30-day  average, 
to  compensate  for  their  water  uses  during  low  flows. 

Consumptive  water  use  means  the  water  will  be  used 
and  not  returned  to  the  Susquehanna  River  system, 
usually  because  it  evaporates  or  is  incorporated  into  a 
product  For  instance,  just  one  electric  generating  plant 
in  the  Susquehanna  River  basin  consun^tively  uses  an 
estimated  40  million  gallons  of  water  each  day. 

By  requiring  large  water  users  to  compensate  for  their 
water  use,  SRBC  insures  that  fresh  water  will  be 
available  for  many  uses,  including:  (1)  downstream 
users;  (2)  habitat  preservation;  and  (3)  maintaining 
flows  to  the  Chesapeake  Bay. 

What  is  the  Cowanesque  Water  Supply  Storage 
Project 

In  the  late  1970s,  two  lai^e  utility  companies  in 
Pennsylvania  needed  to  find  a  source  of  water  to  meet 
SRBCs  low  flow  water  makeup  requirement  Rather 
than  construct  their  own  water  storage  ^ility,  the  two 
companies  agreed  to  pay  SRBC  to  purebase  water 


storage  for  them  at  the  Cowanesque  Reservoir  in  Tioga 
County,  Pa.,  just  south  of  the  New  York  state  line.  The 
reservoir  is  a  federal  £u;ility-constructed  and  iterated 
by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

In  1986,  SRBC  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  Army 
Corps  and  purchased  25,000  acre  feet  of  water  storage 
at  Cowanesque  on  behalfofthe  utility  companies.  The 
companies  could  not  contract  directly  with  the  Army 
Corps  because  a  1958  ffederal  law,  the  Water  Supply 
Act  allows  only  non-federal  public  agencies  to 
purchase  water  storage  at  federally-owned  reservoirs. 
Because  of  specific  language  in  SRBCs  compact 
(shown  above  in  italics),  the  commission  is  able  to 
acquire  water  storage  for  private  entities  at  federallv- 
owned  reservoirs. 

Who  determines  when  the  stored  water  is 
released  to  the  Susquehanna  River? 

SRBC  monitors  the  water  flows  ofthe  Susquehanna. 
When  SRBC  determines  that  the  river  has  reached  a 
critical  level,  it  directs  the  Army  Corps  to  release  the 
quantity  of  water  necessary  to  compensate  for  the 
amount  used  by  the  two  utility  companies. 

How  does  SRBC  return  money  to  the  federal 
government  from  this  project? 

The  original  purposes  ofthe  Cowanesque  Reservoir 
were  for  flood  control  and  recreation.  For  any 
modifications  to  the  use  ofthe  reservoir,  such  as  for 
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water  supply,  the  original  project  must  be  refonnulated 
to  include  water  supply  as  a  project  purpose.  As  part  of 
ifaat  reformulation  process,  new  users  are  assessed  a 
portion  of  the  original  cost  to  construct  the  facility. 
This  assessment  is  paid  to  the  federal  govenunent  with 
interest  over  a  period  not  to  exceed  SO  yeais. 

When  SRBC  signed  the  contract  with  the  Army  Corps, 
it  agreed  to  collect  the  new  user  assessment  from  the 
two  utilities  and  pass  it  to  the  federal  govemroent  Over 
this  SO-year  period,  die  federal  government  will  receive 
a  total  of  SI68  million  from  diis  project-about  S3 
million  annually. 

Because  tfiis  annual  payment  is  not  going  toward  the 
rmavment  Qfafitderalloan.it  is  new  money  that  the 
federal  government  would  not  be  receiving  if  SRBT  had 
not  initiated  this  water  storage  project 

In  addition  to  the  established  amual  assessment,  the 
two  utilities  paid  the  necessaiy  modification  costs  at 
ifae  beginning  of  die  project  They  also  pay  a 


share  of  the  annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs 
associated  with  the  project  SRBC  collects  the  monies 
for  these  associated  costs  and  passes  them  on  to  the 
fJKleral  government 

What  additional  benefits  does  the  Cowanesqoe 
Project  provide? 

The  water  storage  project  also  has  enhanced  the 
recreational  opportunities  at  tlie  reservoir  by  increasing 
the  size  of  die  water  pool  from  410  acres  to  2,060 
acres.  Each  year,  since  the  water  storage  project  began, 
about  25,000  more  people  enjoy  Cowanesque's 
recreational  &cilities. 

k  SRBC  considering  sponsoring  other  water 
allocation  projects? 

Yes.  Because  ofdie  success  oftheCowanesque  water 
allocation  project,  SRBC  is  considering  sponsoring 
other  projects,  such  as  at  the  Curwensville  Reservoir, 
near  Clearfield,  Pa. 
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PROTECTING  THE  CHESAPEAKE  BAY 


"The  comprehensive  plan  shall  take  into  consideration  the  effect  of  the  plan  or  any  part 
thereof  upon  the  receiving  waters  of  Chesapeake  Bay. " 

-Section  14.1  of  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Compact,  P.L.  91-575;  84  Stat.  1509  et  seq. 


How  important  is  the  Susquehanna  River  to 
the  Bay? 

The  Susquehanna  River  is  the  single  largest 
contributor  of  fresh  water  to  the  Chesapeake  Bay, 
supplying  half  of  the  Bay's  fresh  water.  The  average 
daily  flow  of  the  Susquehanna  is  22  billion  gallons. 
The  Bay,  in  fact,  is  nothing  more  than  the 
submerged  area  of  what  was  once  the  lower 
Susquehanna  River. 

The  quality  and  quantity  of  the  waters  from  the 
Susquehanna  has  a  direct  effect  on  the  health  of  the 
Bay.  The  tremendous  productivity  of  the  Bay  is 
directly  linked  to  the  delicate  balance  between  the 
salt  water  from  the  Atlantic  Ocean  and  the  fresh 
water  from  the  Bay's  many  tributaries. 

How  does  SRBC  help  protect  and  restore  the 
Bay? 

Each  year,  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin 
Commission  (SRBC)  inaeases  its  involvement  in 
protecting  and  restoring  the  Bay.  SRBC  has 
programs  in  place  to  regulate  and  monitor  the 
quantity  of  the  water  in  the  river  and  lo  monitor 
water  quality  to  identify  trouble  spots  and  insure  that 
water  quality  standards  are  being  met 

Regulating  Water  Quantity.  SRBC  is  the  only 
agency  that  regulates  consumptive  uses  of  the 
Susquehanna  River  waters.  During  periods  of  low 
flows,  SRBC  requires  consumptive  water  uses  to 
compensate  for  the  amount  of  water  they  use.  This 
benefits  all  downstream  users  and  the  Bay. 


Monitoring  Water  Quality.  SRBC  is  involved  in 
several  water  quality  monitoring  programs.  These 
programs  are  an  important  part  of  the  Chesapeake 
Bay  Program  The  data  and  reports  produced  by 
SRBC  provide  state  and  federal  program  managers 
with  important  information  about  where  to  target 
their  efforts  and  how  their  current  programs  are 
impacting  on  water  quality  and  living  resources. 

Reducing  Non-point  Source  Pollution.    SRBC's 
ejqjertise  in  the  area  of  non-point  source  nutrient 
pollution,  which  is  the  primary  cause  of  water 
quality  impairment  in  the  Bay,  is  important  to  its 
compact  members  (New  York,  Pennsylvania, 
Maiyland  and  the  federal  government).  SRBC 
assisted  Pennsylvania  in  developing  the  state's 
nutrient  reduction  strategy-a  strategy  for  reducing 
the  nutrients  reaching  the  Bay  by  40  percent  by  the 
year  2000.  In  a  related  task,  the  commission  also 
conducted  a  sediment  management  study  on  the  three 
large  Pennsylvania  hydroelectric  facilities  in  the 
lower  Susquehanna  River. 

In  Qct.  1994,  SRBC  conducted  a  non-point  source 
conference  in  N.Y. 

Monitoring  Toxics.  SRBC  monitors  and  reports  on 
toxics  levels  in  the  lower  Susquehanna. 

Evaluating  the  Use  of  Constructed  Wetlands  for 
Removing  Nutrients.  SRBC  constructed,  and  now 
maintains  and  monitors,  a  wetland  project  on  a  farm 
in  Halifax,  Dauphin  County,  Pa.  to  detennine  the 
rate  at  which  the  constructed  wetland  will  reduce 
nitrogen  levels  in  the  ground  water.  Test  results 
show  that  the  constructed  wetland  has  reduced 
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nitrogen  levels  by  as  much  as  90  peixent,  with  an 
average  reduction  of  36  percent. 

Working  In  Partnenihip.  The  protection  of  the 
Chesapealce  Bay  is  a  large  effort,  involving  many 
state,  federal  and  local  agencies,  and  private 
organizations  and  businesses.  For  best  results,  all 
these  groups  need  to  work  cooperatively.  SRBC  is 
committed  to  that  partnership.  The  commission 
participates  in  and  plays  an  active  role  on  several 
Bay  program  committees  and  subcommittees, 
including,  chairing  the  Monitoring  Subcommittee. 

What  role  has  SRBC  played  in  the 
migratory  fish  restoration  program? 

SRBC  played  a  leadership  role  in  forging 
agreements  for  electric  utilities  to  stq)port  migratoiy 
fish  restoration  and  to  build  fish  pass^e  facilities  at 
four  hydroelectric  dams  in  the  lower  Susquehanna 
River,  allowing  shad  and  other  migtatoiy  fish  to 
return  to  their  historic  spawning  waters. 


Included  in  SRBCs  comprehensive  plan  is  a  set  of 
goals  for  restoring  the  shad  and  other  migratory  fish. 
The  goals  are: 

•  To  restore,  through  the  use  offish  passage 
facilities  and  other  means,  migratory  fish  species, 
such  as  American  shad,  hickory  shad,  blueback 
herring,  alewife,  striped  bass,  and  American  eel 

•  To  achieve  an  annual  spawning  population  of 

2  million  American  and  hickoiy  shad  above  the 
York  Haven  Dam  within  25  yeais  of  the 
development  of  suitable  fish  passage  facilities  at 
Conowingo,  Holtwood,  Safe  Harbor,  and  York 
Haven  dams,  and  to  provide  suitable  habitat 
conditions  for  these  species  below  these  dams. 


In  1995,  a  record  61,650  American 
Shad  were  trapped  and  transported  at 
the  Conowingo  Dam. 
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MANAGING  THE  BASIN'S  WATER  RESOURCES 
DURING  DROUGHTS 

The  1995  Drought 


"In  lire  event  of  a  drought  which  may  cause  an  actual  and  immediate  shortage  of  available  water  supply  within 
the  basin,  or  within  any  part  thereof,  the  commission  after  public  hearing,  upon  due  notice  given,  may 
determine  and  delineate  the  area  of  the  shortage  and  by  unanimous  vote  declare  a  drought  emergency 
therein. " 

-Secnon  1 1(4)  of  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  CompatL  PL  91-575:  84  Slat.  1509elseq. 


What  conditions  lead  to  the  drought  of  1995? 

The  shortage  of  snow  and  rain  during  much  of  the  period 
between  Oct.  1994  through  Aug.  1995  resulted  in 
critically  low  ground  and  surface  water  supplies. 

By  the  end  of  Aug.  1995,  there  were  many  undeniable 
Irought  indicators,  including: 

•  Surface  water  flows  were  generally  one-third  the 
normal  flows,  or  woise,  for  this  time  of  the  year; 

•  Ground  water  levels  were  significantly  below  normal  in 
most  of  the  basin  (most  wells  were  at  levels  only 
reached  once  in  five  to  ten  years); 

•  Thirty  Pennsylvania  water  systems  instituted  voluntary 
or  mandatory  water  restrictions  (many  more  water 
systems  followed  suit  in  Sept); 

•  There  were  incidences  of  localized  fish  kills,  higher 
stream  tempeiatures,  lower  dissolved  oxygen  levels, 
crop  losses,  and  dry  stream  beds; 

•  The  entire  basin  experienced  precipitation  deficis  nine 
out  of  the  1 1  months  between  Sept.  1994  to  Aug.  1995; 
and 

•  The  Harrisburg,  Pa.  area  recorded  the  driest  month  of 
August  in  history. 

SRBC  carefully  monitois  data  coming  from  the  U.S. 
Geological  Survey's  (U.S.G.S.'s)  stream  gages 
throughout  the  basin.  The  stream  gages  generate 
Tipottant  water  resources  data  that  allow  SRBC  to 
determine  exactly  when  the  flows  are  at  critically  low 
levels  (or  high  levels  during  times  of  flooding). 


When  was  the  1995  basin  wide  drought  warning 
declaration  recommended? 

As  river  levels  continued  to  fall,  the  Susquehanna  River 
Basin  Commission  (SRBC)  convened  membeis  of  its 
Drought  Advisory  Task  Force  on  Aug.  29,  1995.  The 
task  force  is  comprised  of  representatives  from  SRBC's 
member  states  (New  York,  Pennsylvania,  and  Maryland) 
and  several  federal  agencies,  including  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  National 
Weather  Service,  and  the  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service. 

During  that  meeting,  task  force  members  shared  and 
exchanged  important  information  about  drought 
conditions  in  all  three  states.  As  a  result,  the  task  force 
recommended  that  SRBC  declare  a  drought  warning  for 
the  entire  basin.  SRBC  immediately  called  for  voluntary 
water  conservation  measures  while  SRBC  staff  prepared 
a  written  drought  warning  declaration.  The  declaration 
was  formally  approved  on  Sept.  14,  1995  at  the 
commission's  meeting  in  Havre  de  Grace,  Md. 

What  are  voluntary  water  conservation 
measures? 

A  drought  warning  calls  for  voluntary  water  conservation 
measures.  Voluntary  water  use  cutbacks  of  10  to  15 
percent  during  peak  hours  can  have  significant  benefits  if 
followed  by  everyone. 

Water  conservation  measures  include: 

•  Not  watering  lawns,  unless  just  newly  seeded.  Grass 
often  goes  dormant  and  brown-not  dead-under 
drought  conditions; 
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•  Using  a  bucket,  not  the  hose,  to  wash  vehicles: 

•  Using  a  broom  to  clean  sidewalks  and  driveways; 

•  Taking  shorter  showers; 

•  Using  laundiy  and  dishwasher  machines  only  when  die 
loads  are  full; 

•  Repairing  leaking  and  dripping  faucets  immediately; 

•  Installing  water  saving  devices  in  die  home,  such  as  low 
flow  toilets  and  flow  restricton  on  showerheads:  and 

•  Flushing  toilets  less  oftea 

What  else  does  the  drought  waraing  declaration 
contain? 

In  addition  to  calling  for  water  conservation  measures, 
the  declaration  directed  SRBC  staff  to  work  closely  with 
state  and  federal  agencies  to  coordinate  all  actions  leading 
up  to  a  possible  drought  emergency  declaration  by  the 
commission  and  any  other  separate  drought-related 
actions  taken  by  those  agencies  under  their  own  audiority. 

The  declaration  also  stressed  the  importance  of  adequate 
funding  for  (1)  the  U.S.G.S.  to  operate  the  network  of 
stream  gages  in  die  basin  that  provides  die  impoilant 
water  resource  data;  and  (2)  the  National  Weather 
Service  for  its  forecasting  services. 

Finally,  the  declaration  ratified  SRBC  staff  action 
scheduling  a  public  hearing  to  receive  comments  on  a 
besimvide  drought  emergency  declaration  by  the 
commissioa 

When  and  how  does  SRBC  declare  a  drought 
emergency? 

SRBCs  compact  requires  the  commission  to  hold  a 
public  hearing  prior  to  issuing  a  drought  emergency. 
Hearing  notices  must  be  published  basinwide  at  least  20 
days  prior  to  the  hearing.  SRBC  scheduled  a  public 
hearing  for  Sept  28, 199S.  Written  notices  were  issued 
to  various  newspapers  tfiroughout  the  basin. 

What  are  SRBCs  water  management  authorities 
during  a  drought  emergency? 

During  a  drought  emergency,  SRBCs  compact  gives  the 
commission  additional  powers  that  it  normally  can  not 
exercise. 

The  compact  gives  die  commission  die  authority  to 
increase  or  decrease  die  amount  of  water  for  any  water 
allocations,  diversions  or  releases  previously  granted  or 
required.  [>uring  the  drought  emergency  period,  if  a 
member  state's  laws  on  water  withdrawal  or  diversion 
,>emiiis  conflict  with  die  commission's  requirements, 
SRBCs  authority  si^rsedes  die  state's. 


SRBC  also  may  impose  direct  controls  on  die  use  of 
water.  This  can  include  making  die  voluntary  water 
conservation  measures  mandatory  and  enforceable. 

Did  SRBC  apply  its  consumptive  water  use 
regulations  in  1995? 

Yes.  The  consumptive  water  use  regulations  were 
adopted  in  1976  to  protect  existing  and  downstream 
users.  The  regulation  requires  all  new  consumptive  water 
users  after  1971  using  more  dnn  20,000  gallons  per  day 
to  replace  the  water  during  critical  times  or  to  cease 
drawing  water  from  die  Susquehanna  River  basin. 
Consumptive  water  use  means  die  water  will  be  used  and 
not  returned  to  die  basin,  usually  because  it  evaporates  or 
is  incorporated  into  products  such  as  concrete. 

At  this  writing,  SRBC  has  applied  die  consumptive  use 
requirement  to  eight  facilities  kicated  in  Pennsylvania, 
and  notified  five  facilities,  inchiding  one  in  Maryland,  to 
be  on  standby.  Three  of  the  eight  facilities  rely  on  waters 
from  the  Cowanesque  Reservoir  in  Tioga  County,  Pa.  for 
dieir  replacement  water.  SRBC  directed  die  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  release  die  stored  water  for  die 
diree  facilities. 


What  makes  SRBC  "uniquely"  qualified  to 
manage  the  basin's  water  resources,  including 
during  times  of  drought? 

Among  odier  reasons,  SRBC  is  die  only  agency  in  the 
basin  diat 

•  Can  assume  jurisdiction  on  interstate  matters 
involving  die  Susquehanna  River  or  tributaries.  This 
provision  is  particulariy  helpful  to  downstream  users. 
(Aldiough  New  York  is  die  basin's  most  northern 
state,  it  also  is  a  downstream  user  because  the  Tioga 
River  and  the  Main  branch  of  die  Susquehanna  River 
curve  upward  and  back  into  die  state.) 

•  Is  specifically  authorized  to  review  and  approve  water 
diversions  into  and  out  of  the  basia 

•  Regulates  consumptive  water  use  to  avoid  conflicts 
between  water  users,  protect  public  healdi,  safety  and 
welfare,  control  stream  quality,  promote  recreation, 
protect  fisheries  and  aquatic  habitat,  regulate  flows 
and  supplies  of  surface  and  ground  waters,  and  dilute 
and  abate  pollution 

•  Can  allocate  basin  waters  among  the  signatory  slates. 
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MAPPING  FLOOD  STAGES  FOR  BASIN 
COMMUNITIES 


"The  commission  may  stu<fy  and  determine  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  flood  plains  of  the 
Susquehanna  River  and  its  tributaries.  Upon  the  basis  of  the  studies,  it  may  delineate  areas 
subject  to  flooding,  including  but  not  limited  to  a  classification  of  lands  with  reference  to  relative 
risk  offloading  and  the  establishment  of  standards  for  flood  plain  use  which  will  promote 
economic  development  and  safeguard  the  public  health,  welfare,  safety,  and  property. " 

—Article  6,  Section  6.2  ofthe  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Compact,  P.L.  91-375;  84  Stat.  1509  el  seq. 


What  is  a  flood  stage  forecast  map? 

In  the  mi(l-1970s,  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin 
Commission  (SRBQ  developed  a  technique  to 
produce  flood  stage  forecast  maps  that  reflect  a 
range  of  stream  stages  that  are  tied  to  forecast 
points.  SRBC  prepared  and  widely  distributed  maps 
for  90  basin  communities.  Each  community  map 
covered  all  or  portions  of  that  community. 

The  maps  provide  details  of  flood  plain  areas  and 
flood  profiles  with  water  level  contours  to  show  and 
explain  what  areas  in  a  community  will  be  inundated 
as  flood  waters  reach  certain  levels  (flood  stages). 
These  maps  were  developed  using  the  flood  profiles 
generated  for  the  fedeial  flood  insurance  program 
and  relate  to  stream  gages  operated  and  maintained 
by  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey.  Data  from  these 
stream  gages  are  used  by  the  National  Weather 
Service  as  forecast  points.  Each  map  identifies  the 
location  ofthe  stream  gage  used  in  preparing  the 
map. 

SRBC  currently  is  seeking  funds  to  produce  maps 
for  other  communities. 

Why  are  flood  stage  forecast  maps  important 
for  the  basin? 

The  Susquehanna  River  Basin  is  one  ofthe  nation's 
most  flood  prone  areas-experiencing  over  six  times 
the  national  average  in  damages  per  square  mile 


each  year.  Ofthe  1,388  basin  communities,  1,150 
of  those  are  affected  by  flooding.  Furthermore, 
since  the  year  1810,  the  basin  has  been  devastated 
by  a  major  flood  about  every  20  years,  with  the  most 
recent  being  the  Januaiy  1996  flash  flood. 

Because  the  basin  is  so  flood  prone,  it  is  important 
that  community  officials  and  residents  undeistand 
what  will  happen  to  them  when  the  basin's 
waterways  reach  flood  stage.  Many  basin  residents 
are  unfamiliar  with  and  confused  by  the  temi  "flood 
stage."  For  example,  when  a  flood  stage  of  20  feet 
is  predicted,  people  want  to  know  if  that  means  the 
water  will  rise  20  feet  from  the  river's  bottom  or  20 
feet  above  noimal  levels.  Does  it  mean  a  wall  of 
water  20  feet  high  will  come  down  the  river  or  that 
the  water  will  rise  20  feet  over  the  flood  plain? 

The  flood  stage  forecast  maps  convert  forecasted 
flood  stages,  issued  by  the  National  Weather 
Service,  to  mean  local  water  level  elevations  for 
conununities  within  the  map  study  area. 

Who  uses  flood  stage  forecast  maps? 

The  maps  can  be  used  by:  1)  emergency  personnel 
to  identify  areas  that  will  be  inundated  first; 
2)  municipal  officials  to  develop  flood  evacuation 
plans;  and  3)  individuals  living  near  the  flood  plain 
to  easily  detennine  how  the  forecasted  flood  will 
affect  them. 


(over) 
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How  long  can  the  maps  be  used? 

Once  produced,  the  flood  stage  information  is 
considered  pennanent  The  only  faaor  that  may 
change  is  the  addition  of  new  development  within  the 
mapped  area. 

SRBC  widely  distributed  the  maps  during  die  early 
1980s  to  the  community  officials  that  were  in  office 
theiL  However,  since  diere  is  a  significant  amount 
of  turnover  in  local  government,  it  is  imponant  that 
newly-elected  officials  be  made  aware  of  these  maps 
so  the  communities  can  continue  to  benefit  fiom 
them. 

How  are  the  flood  stage  forecast  maps  used? 

Flood  stage  delineations,  indicated  by  contour  lines 
on  the  map,  are  placed  usually  in  five  (S)  feet 
intervals.  The  intervals  are  chosen  based  on  the 
topography  ofihe  flood  plain.  SRBC  determined 
that  a  stage  interval  of  five  feet  at  the  forecast  point 
is  generally  adequate  for  inteipretation  and 
accuracy. 

A  flood  stage  forecast  map  is  used  after  the  National 
Weather  Service  or  another  reliable  source  predicts 
the  expected  flood  stage  for  a  specific  event  Once 
that  iiiformation  is  available,  the  map  user  can  refer 
to  the  nuip  and  follow  die  instructions  included  on 
each  map.  In  die  next  column  is  a  sample 
instruction  widi  the  associated  graphic. 

The  delineation  lines  placed  on  the  map  simply 
define  the  area  of  inundation  to  be  expected  if  die 
forecasted  flood  stage  happens  to  be  one  of  the  pre- 
selected stage  interval  lines.  Ifdie  forecasted  stage 
is  not  one  diat  has  been  placed  on  the  map,  the  map 
user  must  interpolate  between  stage  interval  lines.  A 
more  conservative  approach,  especially  where 
ddineadons  arc  provided  at  less  than  five  feet 
intervals,  is  to  use  the  next  highest  stage  inundation 
line  shown  when  considering  the  next  course  of 
actioa 


HOWTODSEMAP 

1.  Locate  your  property  oo  map. 

2.  Determine  the  flood  stage  which  will  affect  you. 
Consider  not  only  water  on  your  properly,  but  also 
water  preventiiig  your  evacuation. 

3.  Listen  fbr  forecasts  on  the  radio  and  tdevisiao  of 
stages  at  the  stream  gage  used  oo  the  map. 

4.  If  (he  forecasted  stage  could  affect  you,  begin 
emergency  actions.  If  not,  listen  fiv  revised  forecasts 
until  waters  recede. 

EXAMPLE:  If  you  live  in  House  A,  river  stages  greater 
than  24  feet  [indicated  as  24  on  the  map]  would  affect 
your  property  directly.  Ifyour  evacuation  route  goes 
through  a  low-lying  area,  emergency  action  may  be 
required  at  a  lower  stage  than  the  stage  affecting  your 
property. 
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RESOLVING  INTERSTATE  WATER  DISPUTES 


'In  general.  Uie  purposes  of  this  compact  are  to  promote  interstate  comity:  to  remove  causes  of  possible 
controversy;  to  make  secure  and  protect  developments  witJiin  the  states;  to  encourage  and  provide  for  the 
planning,  conservation,  utilisation,  development,  management,  and  control  of  the  water  resources  of  the  basin; 
to  provide  for  cooperative  and  coordinated  planning  and  action  by  the  signatory  parties  with  respect  to  water 
resources;  and  to  apply  the  principle  of  equal  and  uniform  treatment  to  all  users  of  water  and  of  water  related 
facilities  without  regard  to  political  boundaries. " 

-Scctioa  1  J(5)  of  the  Stuqucfaanna  River  Basin  Compact,  PX.  91  -575;  84  Stat  1 509  et  seq. 


Why  do  disputes  over  water  rights  arise 
between  the  states? 

Botli  surface  and  ground  waters  flow  naturally  without 
regard  to  political  boundaries,  making  water  rights 
issues  often  contentious  and  difficult  to  resolve. 
Disputes  between  states  over  the  rights  of  waters  that 
flow  across  state  boundaries  have  long  been  a  part  of 
this  nation's  history. 

Who  has  the  responsibility  for  resolving 
interstate  water  disputes? 

The  U.S.  Supreme  Court,  under  the  autfaoriQr  of  Article 
m  of  the  Constimtion,  is  responsible  for  resolving 
interstate  water  disputes.  However,  if  an  administrative 
mechanism  exists,  disputes  can  be  resolved  without 
going  tiuough  the  legal  system.  ' 

The  U.S.  Supreme  Court  has  heard  many  inteistate 
water  disputes  over  die  years.  Some  well  known  cases 
inchide: 

•  Arizona  v.  California  (373  U.S.  576  1963)  over  the 
wateis  of  the  Colorado  River. 

•  Nebraska  v.  Sporhase  (458  U.S.  947  1982)  over  the 
transport  of  ground  water  across  state  lines. 

•  New  Jersey  v.  New  York  (347  U.S.  995  1954)  over 
the  waters  of  the  upper  Delaware  River.  This  case 
was  litigated  twice  and  eventually  drew  Pa.  into  the 
dispute. 

Going  through  die  court  system  is  costly,  complex  and 
lengthy,  and  often  results  in  unpredictable,  sometimes 
unsatisfactory,  rulings.  For  these  and  otlier  reasons,  an 


administrative  dispute  setdement  mechanism  is  often 
preferred. 

What  is  an  administrative  mechanism? 

The  Congress  can  enact  laws  creating  agencies,  such  as 
the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission  (SRBC), 
that  have  the  authority  to  resolve  water  disputes 
administiatively-avoiding  the  legal  costs  and  delays. 
When  an  administrative  resolution  is  reached,  the  courts 
cannot  change  the  outcome  unless  an  agency  has 
misapplied  die  law  or  abused  its  discretion. 

How  does  SRBC  resolve  intersute  disputes? 

SRBC's  compact  gives  the  commission  the  authority  to 
regulate  water  wididrawals  from  die  Susquehanna  River 
basin.  The  compact  states  that  SRBC  can  "allocate  the 
waters  of  die  basin  to  and  among  the  states  signatory  to 
tiiis  compact"  SRBCs  signatory  states  are  New  York, 
Pennsylvania  and  Maryland.  Proposed  water 
withdrawals  that  could  have  an  impact  on  more  than 
one  of  the  states  must  fiist  be  reviewed  and  approved  by 
SRBC. 

The  compact  states  may  settle  their  differences  within 
SRBC's  administrative  forum,  where  flexibility  and 
water  resource  expertise  can  be  applied  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis  within  the  commission's  regulatory  audiority. 

The  commission  also  meets  bi-monthly  where  an  on- 
going dialogue  among  die  members  helps  to  defuse 
potential  controversies. 


(Case  Study  On  Back  Page) 
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THE  BALTIMORE  EXPERIENCE:  A  Case  Study 


How  much  water  does  the  Qty  of  Baltimore 
draw  from  the  Susquehanna  River? 

The  City  of  Baltimore  is  a  significant  user  of  the 
Susquehanna  River.  It  depends  on  water  from  the 
Susquehanna  River  for  its  leserve  water  supply-about 
100  million  gallons  per  day  (mgd)  during  dry  times. 
This  reserve  water  comes  fiom  die  Susquehanna 
through  a  pipeline  (known  locally  as  die  "Big  Inch 
Line")  from  the  Conowingo  Pool,  just  upstream  of  the 
Conowingo  Hydroelectric  Project  The  Conowingo 
Pool  crosses  the  boundaries  of  Maryland  and 
Pennsylvania. 

The  City's  current  total  water  needs  per  day  from  all  its 
different  water  supply  sources  is  about  250  mgd.  Due 
to  expected  growth  in  its  own  water  system  and  other 
systems  that  it  serves,  which  inchides  five  adjoining 
counties,  the  City  projects  needing  a  total  of  360  mgd 
by  the  year  2025.  This  inchuks  an  increasing  reliance 
along  die  way  on  waters  from  the  Susquehanna.  The 
City  anticipates  drawing  100  mgd  fiom  the  Conowingo 
Pool  evervdav.  not  just  during  dry  times 

In  1994,  the  City  announced  that  it  planned  to  sell  30 
mgd  of  water  to  Harford  County.  Due  to  the  potential 
interstate  impact  from  that  additional  diversion  to 
Harford  County,  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin 
Commission  (SRBQ  infoimed  the  City  that  this 
(fiveision  would  first  have  to  be  approved  by  SRBC. 

Does  the  SRBC  regulate  water  withdrawals 
having  interstate  impact? 

Yes.  SRBC  is  authorized,  under  Section  3. 10  of  the 
Susquehanna  River  Basin  Compact,  to  regulate  water 
withdrawals  affecting  any  two  signatory  states. 
SRBCs  signatoiy  states  are  New  York,  Pennsylvania, 
and  Maryland. 

Can  the  City  draw  additional  waters  from  the 
Conowingo  Pool  without  SRBC  approval? 

Because  additional  withdrawals  by  the  City  fiom  the 
Conowingo  Pool  could  have  an  inqnct  on  other 
businesses  and  citizens  of  Pennsylvania  and  Maryland, 
the  commission  believes  the  proposal  must  first  be 
reviewed  and  approved  by  SRBC.  However,  die  City 
believes  that  it  is  exempt  fiom  die  Section  3.10 
provision  because  die  Maiyland  law  enacting  die  state's 


involvement  in  die  compact  includes  language  reserving 
die  City's  rights  to  die  waters  of  the  Susquehanna. 

SRBC,  citing  Section  3.10  of  die  compact,  notified  die 
City  that  this  planned  diversion  to  Harford  County  must 
be  approved.  SRBC  also  noted  diat  the  Maryland  law 
reserving  die  City's  rights  to  Susquehanna  waters  was 
never  agreed  to  by  die  other  compact  members,  making 
it  non-binding. 

Additionally,  federal  licensing  provisions  for  die 
Conowingo  Hydroelectric  Project,  require  certain 
minimum  flows  to  be  maintained  through  the  dam  to 
protect  die  lower  Susquehanna  and  preserve  inflows  to 
the  Chesapeake  Bay.  This  licensing  provision  would 
have  to  be  considered  before  ttie  diversion  to  Harford 
County  could  be  approved. 

Are  SRBC  and  the  City  worldng  together  to 
resolve  this  issue  without  going  through  the 
legal  system? 

Yes.  Using  the  administiative  mechanism  provided  by 
SRBC,  meetings  and  other  forms  of  communication 
have  taken  place  between  representatives  of  the  City, 
SRBC  and  the  state  of  Maryland.  As  a  result,  SRBC  is 
working  widi  the  City  to  devise  an  operating  scheme  for 
all  withdrawals  through  the  Conowingo  Pool 

Once  finalized,  diis  operating  plan  would: 

•  secure  and  protect  developments  located  along  die 
Conowingo  Pool,  in  bodi  states; 

•  avert  a  possible  interstate  confrontation  over  the 
waters  in  the  pool; 

•  provide  for  cooperative  and  coordinated  use  of  the 
waters  in  the  pool  for  all  users;  and 

•  conserve  freshwater  inflows  to  the  Chesapeake  Bay 
during  k>w  flows. 

Who  else  relies  on  water  from  the  Conowingo 
Pool? 

Numerous  users  inbodi  states  depend  on  water  fh>m  the 
ConowingoPool,  including  large  scale  users  such  as: 

•  PECCs  Peach  Bottom  Nuclear  Power  Plant; 

•  PECCVs  Muddy  Run  Pumped  Storage  Hydroelectric 
Project; 

•  PECCXs  Run  of  River  Hydnielectiic  Piojec^  and 

•  Chester  Water  Audiofity. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Who  is  next  here? 

Mr.  Gentzler.  I  will  go  next. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  interrupt  for  just  a  minute, 
I  have  got  a  group  of  constituents  down  in  my  office  so  I  am  going 
to  need  to  leave  here  and  I  am  going  to  miss  your  testimony,  but 
I  will  be  working  with  you  and  doing  the  best  I  can  to  be  of  help. 

Mr.  Cole.  Thank  you.  Congressman. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  think  it  is  a  mistake  to  do  away  with  these  but 
that  is  a  matter,  of  course,  the  committee  will  have  to  make  their 
decision. 

And  my  friend  and  colleague  back  there,  Bart,  I  will  certainly 
read  your  statement  and  help  all  I  can. 

Mr.  Stupak.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Bevill.  I  share  your  senti- 
ments. 

Since  I  am  on  the  Chair,  I  guess  I  can  say  that,  can't  I? 

Mr.  Bevill.  Would  you  say  I  have  my  priorities  right? 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  You  are  right. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Your  name  for  the  record? 

Mr.  Gentzler.  My  name  is  Keith  Gentzler.  I  am  from  Penn- 
sylvania and  I  am  currently  serving 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  We  will  include  your  remarks  totally  in  the 
record.  And  if  you  could  do  your  level  best  to  summarize,  we  have 
got  a  fair  amount  of  competition  for  time  here  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  Gentzler.  I  will  do  my  best  to  bridge  my  remarks  as  I  go. 
Some  of  you  may  be  surprised  that  the  Potomac  Basin  does  indeed 
extend  into  Pennsylvania,  but  it  does. 

With  me  is  Herbert  Sachs.  He  is  our  Executive  Director  of  the 
Potomac  River  Basin  Commission  and  he  will  assist  me  in  answer- 
ing any  questions,  and  I  will  try  to  abridge  my  remarks  here,  on 
the  fly. 

We  welcome,  as  others,  the  opportunity  to  offer  testimony  in  sup- 
port of  the  Potomac  River  Basin's  request  for  a  Federal  appropria- 
tion of  $508,000  for  fiscal  year  1997.  The  Commission  asks  the 
Congress  remain  in  this  partnership  with  the  State's  relationship 
that  we  believe  has  benefited  the  Potomac  Basin  States,  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  and  most  importantly,  the  citizens  of  the  region. 

With  your  permission,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  present  a  summary 
statement  and  assume  that  the  more  detailed  remarks  will  be  in- 
cluded in  the  record. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  They  will  be. 

Mr.  Gentzler.  Thank  you. 

In  past  years  before  this  subcommittee,  this  agency  has  stressed 
the  efficiencies  of  cost  and  effectiveness  gained  by  all  levels  of  gov- 
ernment in  the  use  of  the  watershed  approach  to  natural  resources 
management.  Indeed,  I  think  it  is  the  only  way  that  we  in  the  fu- 
ture will  be  able  to  effectively  manage  what  I  think  is  the  most  im- 
portant and  most  valuable  resource  we  have  in  this  country,  our 
waters. 

Budget  restrictions  throughout  government  make  cooperation 
and  reduction  of  regulatory  burdens  even  more  important.  The 
Commission  has  worked  to  build  teams  that  cooperatively  bring  re- 
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sources  to  bear  in  solving  the  basin's  problems.  The  need  to  reform 
the  methods  through  which  Federal,  State  and  local  governments 
operate  is  a  goal  that  we  all  share. 

However,  this  need  is  about  more  than  just  reducing  the  amount 
of  money  spent  by  government.  The  underl5dng  principle  that  all 
must  take  responsibility  for  the  resources  they  use  or  impact  was 
a  major  reason  for  the  creation  of  the  Commission  and  I  believe  it 
is  also  a  compelling  reason  for  continued  Federal  involvement  with 
this  and  the  other  two  Commissions. 

Perhaps  unique  among  Eastern  watersheds,  the  Federal  Grovern- 
ment  controls  more  than  a  million  acres  of  land  in  the  Potomac 
Basin,  more  than  10  percent  of  the  drainage  area.  We  normally 
think  of  that  for  Western  basins. 

Almost  all  the  Federal  facilities  in  the  basin  are  dependent  on 
the  river  for  one  purpose  or  another.  And  many  of  these  holdings 
are  along  the  shoreline  of  the  Potomac  River  right  here  in  the  Na- 
tion's Capital  and  along  the  Anacostia  River,  a  major  urban  tribu- 
tary to  the  Potomac. 

If  Congress'  efforts  to  empower  the  States  with  increased  respon- 
sibility is  to  succeed,  I  believe  it  must  set  an  example  to  follow.  The 
Potomac  River  Basin  Commission  needs  the  participation  of  the 
Federal  Government  as  a  responsible  owner  of  a  significant  part  of 
the  basin.  Asking  the  States  to  pay  for  the  Federal  interest  in  the 
basin,  especially  in  a  time  of  shrinking  State  resources,  is  tanta- 
mount to  an  unfunded  mandate  to  these  jurisdictions. 

In  the  more  detailed  testimony,  there  are  numerous  examples  of 
what  the  Commission  is  doing  currently  and,  again,  I  will  try  to 
abridge  those,  just  mention  a  few.  We  are  a  major  player  in  the 
Chesapeake  Bay  Restoration  Program,  a  program  of  international 
importance,  and  I  am  sure  you  know  about  it. 

We  are  involved  in  restoration  projects  in  a  number  of  the  tribu- 
tary to  the  Potomac,  particularly  concerned  about  the  toxic  and 
other  severe  pollution  problems  in  the  Anacostia.  We  are  also  in- 
volved with  management  of  water  resources,  water  supply,  through 
our  co-op  program,  and  again  I  won't  go  into  the  details  on  that. 

We  are  involved  in  a  project  with  the  C&O  Canal  and  as  the 
other  basins  in  some  of  the  earlier  testimony  were  also  very  con- 
cerned with  coordination  of  flood  control  throughout  the  basin,  as 
you  know  the  Potomac  Basin  suffered  severe  flooding  damage  as 
did  many  of  the  other  Eastern  basins. 

Finally,  the  detailed  statement  that  we  have  submitted  defines 
this  evolving  flood  control  cooperative  program — again,  I  am  tr3dng 
to  shorten  here. 

Let  me  in  summary  close  with,  I  guess,  four  major  points  that 
I  would  like  to  leave  the  committee  with:  First,  I  believe  that  effec- 
tive water  resources  management  has  to  be  done  with  a  basin-wide 
approach.  That  is  what  these  three  commissions  do  for  these  river 
basins. 

Secondly,  as  demands  on  the  resource  grow,  I  think  the  need  for 
basin- wide  cooperation  and  coordination  will  grow  in  importance.  I 
think  we  can  fill  that  need. 

Thirdly,  since  the  boundaries  of  river  basins  cross  State  bound- 
aries, I  think,  if  I  can  say,  I  believe  Federal  participation  is  really 
the  glue  that  holds  together  these  cooperative  efforts,  and  without 
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the  Federal  Government  the  participation — the  effort  is  consider- 
ably weakened. 

And  the  fourth  point  I  want  to  make,  specifically  in  terms  of  the 
Potomac,  is  that  as  the  basin  that  supplies  water  for  our  Nation's 
Capital  and  also  a  basin  where  the  Federal  Government  is  a  major 
landowner,  I  believe  there  is  an  additional  Federal  interest  in 
basin-wide  management  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Potomac. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Gentzler  follows:] 
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SUMMARY  STATEMENT,  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 
DEVELOPMENT,  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS,  U.S.  HOUSE  OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 

INTERSTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE  POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 
March  6, 1996 


MR.  CHAIRMAN,  SUBCOMMITTEE  MEMBERS  AND  STAFF.  I  AM  KEITH 
GENTZLER,  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  INTERSTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE  POTOMAC 
RIVER  BASIN  (ICPRB)  AJTO  AN  EMPLOYEE  OF  THE  PENNSYLVANL\  DEPARTMENT 
OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  (YES,  THE  POTOMAC  BASIN  DOES  EXTEND 
INTO  PENNSYLVANIA).  WITH  ME  IS  HERBERT  SACHS,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  OF 
THE  COMMISSION,  WHO  WILL  ASSIST  ME  IN  ANSWERING  ANY  QUESTIONS  YOU 
HAVE. 

THE  COMMISSION  WELCOMES  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  OFFER  TESTIMONY 
IN  SUPPORT  OF  ITS  REQUEST  FOR  A  FEDERAL  APPROPRIATION  OF  $508,000  FOR 
nSCAL  YEAR  1997.  THE  COMMISSION  NOW  ASKS  THAT  CONGRESS  REMAIN  IN 
THIS  PARTNERSHIP  WITH  THE  STATES,  A  RELATIONSHIP  THAT  HAS  BENEFITED 
THE  POTOMAC  BASIN  STATES.  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT,  AND  MOST 
IMPORTANTLY,  THE  CITIZENS  OF  THE  REGION  BY  THE  IMPROVED  HEALTH  OF 
THE  POTOMAC  RIVER.  THE  ICPRB.  AND  THE  ADMINISTRATION  ASK  THAT 
CONGRESS  REVERSE  ITS  FY1996  CONFERENCE  REPORT  POLICY  GUIDANCE  ON 
THE  FUTURE  OF  DIRECT  FEDERAL  SUPPORT  OF  THE  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSIONS. 
WITH  YOUR  PERMISSION,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  WILL  PRESENT  A  VERY  BRIEF 
SUMMARY  STATEMENT,  BUT  REQUEST  THAT  OUR  MORE  DETAILED  WRITTEN 
STATEMENT  BE  MADE  PART  OF  THE  RECORD. 
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IN  PAST  YEARS  BEFORE  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE.  THIS  AGENCY  HAS 
STRESSED  THE  EFHCIENCIES  OF  COST  AJTO  EFFECTIVENESS  GAINED  BY  ALL 
LEVELS  OF  GOVERNMENT  IN  THE  USE  OF  THE  WATERSHED  APPROACH  TO 
NATURAL  RESOURCES  MANAGEMENT.  IT  IS  THE  APPROACH  USED 
SUCCESSFULLY  BY  THIS  COMMISSION  TO  IMPROVE  AND  PROTECT  THE  BASIN 
FOR  ITS  CITIZENS  FOR  MORE  THAN  50  YEARS,  AND  HAS  BECOME  THE  FAVORED 
APPROACH  NATIONALLY.  BUDGETARY  RESTRICTIONS  THROUGHOUT 
GOVERNMENT  MAKE  COOPERATION  AND  A  REDUCTION  OF  REGULATORY 
BURDENS  EVER  MORE  IMPORTANT.  THE  COMMISSION  HAS  WORKED  TO  BUILD 
TEAMS  THAT  COOPERATIVELY  BRING  RESOURCES  TO  BEAR  IN  SOLVING  THE 
BASIN'S  PROBLEMS.  THE  NEED  TO  REFORM  THE  METHODS  THROUGH  WHICH 
FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  OPERATE  IS  A  GOAL  SHARED  BY 
ALL. 

HOWEVER.  THIS  NEED  IS  ABOUT  MORE  THAN  JUST  REDUCING  THE  AMOUNT  OF 
MONEY  SPENT  IN  GOVERNMENT.  THE  UNDERLYING  PRINCIPAL  THAT  ALL  MUST 
TAKE  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  THE  RESOURCES  THEY  USE  OR  IMPACT,  IS  A  MAJOR 
REASON  FOR  THE  CREATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION  THROUGH  CONGRESS  IN  1940. 
IT  ALSO  IS  A  COMPELLING  REASON  FOR  THE  CONTINUED  FEDERAL 
INVOLVEMENT  THAT  THE  COMMISSION  SEEKS  HERE  TODAY. 

PERHAPS  UNIQUE  AMONG  EASTERN  WATERSHEDS.  THE  FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT  CONTROLS  MORE  THAN  A  MILLION  ACRES  OF  LAND  IN  THE 
POTOMAC  BASIN,  MORE  THAN  10%  OF  THE  DRAINAGE  AREA.  ALMOST  ALL  THE 
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FEDERAL  FAdLITIES  IN  THE  BASIN  ARE  DEPENDENT  ON  THE  RIVER  FOR  ONE 
PURPOSE  OR  ANOTHER.  A  MAJORITY  OF  THESE  HOLDINGS,  WHICH  INCLUDE 
NATIONAL  PARKS,  FORESTS,  AGRICULTURAL  AND  MILITARY  FACmiTIES, 
CONTAIN  SHORELINE  OF  THE  POTOMAC  RIVER  OR  ITS  TRIBUTARIES.  HERE  IN 
WASHINGTON,  WHERE  THE  POTOMAC  A>ro  ITS  TRIBUTARY,  THE  ANACOSTIA, 
FLOW  WITHIN  THE  VIEW  OF  THE  STATUE  OF  FREEDOM  ATOP  THE  CAPITOL 
DOME,  NEARLY  ALL  THE  SHORELINE  OF  BOTH  IS  UNDER  FEDERAL  CONTROL. 
THE  STRATEGIC  LOCATION  OF  THE  FEDERAL  LAND  ALONG  THE  STREAMBANKS 
MAKES  THESE  HOLDINGS  ALL  THE  MORE  CRITICAL  IN  ADDRESSING  WATER 
QUALITY  PROBLEMS. 

IF  CONGRESS*  EFFORTS  TO  EMPOWER  THE  STATES  FOR  INCREASED 
RESPONSromiTY  IS  TO  SUCCEED,  IT  MUST  SET  AN  EXAMPLE  TO  FOLLOW.  THE 
ICPRB  NEEDS  THE  PARTICIPATION  OF  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  AS  A 
RESPONSIBLE  OWNER  OF  A  SIGNIHCANT  PART  OF  THE  BASIN.  ASKING  THE 
STATES  TO  PAY  FOR  THE  FEDERAL  INTEREST  IN  THE  BASIN,  ESPECIALLY  IN  A 
TIME  OF  SHRINKING  STATE  RESOURCES,  IS  TANTAMOUNT  TO  AN  UNFUNDED 
MANDATE  TO  THESE  JURISDICTIONS. 

IN  THE  COMMISSIONS  MORE  DETAILED  DOCUMENT.  EXAMPLES  OF 
COOPERATIVE  PARTNERSHIP  EFFORTS  ARE  NOTED.  THESE  EFFORTS  INCLUDE 
OUR  PARTICIPATION  IN  THE  EPA-LED  CHESAPEAKE  BAY  RESTORATION  WHEREIN 
ALL  OF  THE  STATE  SIGNATORIES  (MARYLAND,  VIRGINIA,  PENNSYLVANL\  AND 
THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBL^)  HAVE  DRAINAGE  AREA  IN  THE  POTOMAC. 
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COMMISSION  EFFORTS  HAVE  BEEN  FOCUSED  ON  REDUCTION  OF  NUTRIENTS 
AND  TOXICS,  RESTORATION  OF  THE  HSHERIES,  AND  PUBLIC  OUTREACH. 

TWO  SUB-WATERSHED  RESTORATION  PROGRAMS  ARE  DISCUSSED:  THE 
NORTH  BRANCH  WHERE  THE  COMMISSION  IS  COORDINATING  AN  EFFORT 
INVOLVING  MARYLAND,  WEST  VIRGINIA,  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS,  AND  FOUR 
COUNTIES  TO  ELIMINATE  THE  MAJOR  SOURCES  OF  MINE  DRAINAGE  AND 
RESTORE  THE  HSHERIES  RESOURCES;  AND  THE  ANACOSTL\  WATERSHED,  THE 
LARGEST  URBAN  RTVER  RESTORATION  EFFORT  IN  THE  COUNTRY  INVOLVING 
MORE  THAN  60  FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  LOCAL  AGENCIES.  THE  ICPRB  IS  THE 
LEAD  AGENCY  FOR  PUBLIC  EDUCATION  AND  OUTREACH  WITH  THE  OBJECTIVE 
OF  PROMOTING  WATERSHED  STEWARDSHff  AMONG  THE  CITIZENS  OF  THE  AREA. 
THE  COMMISSION  ALSO  IS  INVOLVED  IN  TECHNICAL  STUDIES  TO  DETERMINE 
THE  EXTENT  OF  TOXICS  IN  THE  TIDAL  ANACOSTIA  AND  TO  DEVELOP  A 
POLLUTION  REDUCTION  STRATEGY.  AGAIN,  THE  COMMISSION  ALSO  IS 
INVOLVED  IN  THE  RESTORATION  OF  THE  FISHERIES. 

IN  THE  AREA  OF  ALLOCATION  OF  WATER  RESOURCES,  GROWING 
DEMANDS  ALSO  MAKE  BASINWIDE  MANAGEMENT  A  FUTURE  IMPERATIVE.  THE 
ICPRB  SECTION  FOR  COOPERATIVE  WATER  SUPPLY  OPERATIONS  ON  THE 
POTOMAC  (CO-OP)  CONTINUES  TO  WORK  WITH  THE  WASHINGTON 
METROPOLITAN  AREA  WATER  SUPPLY  UTILmES  TO  COORDINATE  WATER 
SUPPLY  OPERATIONS,  ANALYZE  WATER  USE  AND  RESOURCE  DATA,  CONDUCT 
HYDROLOGIC  AND  WATER  USE  STUDIES,  PREPARE  WATER  SUPPLY  OUTLOOKS, 
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AND  CONDUCT  DROUGHT  EXERCISES.  THE  CO-OP  REPRESENTS  THE  UTILITIES  IN 
A  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  OF  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  TO  DETERMINE  WHETHER 
ADDITIONAL  WATER  SUPPLY  STORAGE  CAN  BE  PROVIDED  AT  JENNINGS 
RANDOLPH  LAKE. 

THE  COMMISSION  IS  WORKING  QUICKLY  AND  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  THE 
CHESAPEAKE  AND  OHIO  CANAL  NATIONAL  HISTORICAL  PARK  TO  DEVELOP  A 
DATABASE  OF  PLEDGED  SUPPORT  FROM  HUNDREDS  OF  VOLUNTEERS.  THE 
DATABASE,  INSTALLED  ON  ICPRB  COMPUTERS,  WILL  PROVIDE  LISTS  OF 
APPROPRIATE  VOLUNTEER  LABOR,  SKILLS,  AND  SUPPLIES  FOR  SPECIFIC 
RESTORATION  TASKS,  AT  THE  TIMES  AND  LOCATIONS  REQUIRED  BY  THE  PARK 
FOR  THE  RESTORATION  OF  THIS  REMARKABLE  REGIONAL  RESOURCE. 

FINALLY,  THE  STATEMENT  DEFINES  A  DEVELOPING  EFFORT  IN  FLOOD 
CONTROL.  SEVERAL  SMALL  TOWNS  HAVE  REQUESTED  COMMISSION 
ASSISTANCE  IN  COORDINATING  FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  LOCAL  AGENCIES 
TOWARD  FINDING  SOLUTIONS  TO  THEIR  FLOODING  PROBLEMS.  ANOTHER 
PROJECT  IS  EVOLVING  THAT  WOULD  CREATE  A  JOINT  STUDY  TO  ADDRESS 
REDUCING  FLOOD  LOSSES  TO  THE  C&O  CANAL  AND  OTHER  NATIONAL  PARK 
SERVICE  HOLDINGS. 

THROUGH  THESE  AND  MANY  OTHER  EFFORTS,  THE  ICPRB  HAS 
ACCOMPLISHED  MUCH  IN  REVITALIZING  THE  "NATIONS  RIVER"  FROM  ITS 
EARLIER  REPUTATION  IN  THE  1960S  AS  AN  OPEN  SEWER.  THE  IMPROVEMENT 
WOULD  NOT  HAVE  BEEN  POSSIBLE  WITHOUT  THE  ACTIVE  INVOLVEMENT  OF 
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ALL  POTOMAC  STAKEHOLDERS.  WE  SEEK  THE  CONTINUED  INVOLVEMENT  OF 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  TO  CARRY  ON  THIS  IMPORT AInTT  WORK. 
IN  SUMMARY,  I'D  LIKE  TO  REITERATE  4  MAIN  POINTS. 

1 .  WATER  RESOURCES  MANAGEMENT  NEEDS  TO  BE  DOhJE  ON  A  B ASINWIDE 
APPROACH, 

2.  AS  DEMANDS  ON  THE  RESOURCE  GROW,  THE  NEED  FOR  BASINWIDE 
COOPERATION  WILL  GROW  IN  IMPORTANCE, 

3.  SINCE  STATE  BOUNDARIES  CROSS  RIVER  BASIN  BOUNDARIES,  CONTINUED 
FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IS  CRITICAL  AND, 

4.  AS  WATER  SUPPLY  FOR  OUR  NATION'S  CAPITAL,  THERE  IS  AN  ADDITIONAL 
FEDERAL  IJnEREST  IN  BASINWIDE  MANAGEMENT  OF  THE  POTOMAC. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  AGAIN  I  APPRECL\TE  YOUR  ALLOWEsfG  US  THIS 
OPPORTUNTTY  TO  TESTIFY  AND  WILL  BE  HAPPY  TO  ANSWER  YOUR  QUESTIONS. 
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STATEMENT  FOR  THE  RECORD,  SUBCOMMFTTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 
DEVELOPMENT,  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS,  U.S.  HOUSE  OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 

INTERSTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE  POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 
MARCH  6, 1996 

The  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac  River  Basin  (ICPRB)  welcomes  the  opportunity  to  submit  this 
statement  in  support  of  its  request  for  a  Federal  appropriation  of  $508,000  for  Fiscal  Year  1997.  We  and  the 
Administration  ask  the  Subcommittee  to  reconsider  the  policy  guidance  contained  in  the  FY  1996  Conference 
Report  on  the  future  of  direct  Federal  fiinding  for  the  river  basin  commissions.  The  ICPRB,  the 
Administration,  and  most  members  of  the  cognizant  states  believe  the  three  river  basin  commissions  provide 
key  leadership  in  flood  plain  and  watershed  management,  and  smaller,  more  effective  government. 

In  past  years  before  this  Subcommittee,  this  agency  has  stressed  the  efliciencies  of  cost  and  effectiveness 
gained  by  all  levels  of  government  in  the  use  of  the  watershed  approach  to  natural  resources  management.  It 
is  an  approach  used  by  this  agency  to  cooperatively  improve  and  protect  water  quality  in  the  Potomac  basin 
for  more  than  50  years.  Budgetary  restrictions  throughout  government  make  interagency  cooperation  and  a 
reduction  of  regulatory  burdens  ever  more  important.  The  need  to  reform  the  methods  through  which  Federal, 
state,  and  local  governments  operate  is  a  goal  shared  by  all.  Yet,  this  need  is  about  more  than  just  reducing 
the  amount  of  money  spent  in  government.  The  underlying  principal,  that  all  parties  must  take  responsibility 
for  the  resources  they  use  or  impact,  is  a  major  reason  for  the  creation  of  the  Commission  through  Congress 
in  1940.  It  also  is  a  compelling  reason  for  the  continued  Federal  involvement  that  the  Commission  seeks  here 
today. 

The  Federal  government  controls  more  than  a  million  acres  of  land  in  the  Potomac  basin,  approaching  10 
percent  of  the  drainage  area.  Almost  all  of  the  facilities  locfated  on  Federal  property  are  dependent  on  the 
River  for  one  reason  or  another.  A  majority  of  these  holdings,  which  include  national  parks,  forests, 
agricultural  and  military  facilities,  contain  Potomac  River  or  major  tributary  shoreline.  Here  in  Washington, 
where  the  Potomac  and  its  tributary,  the  Anacostia,  flow  within  the  view  of  the  Statue  of  Freedom  atop  the 
Capitol  dome,  almost  all  of  the  shoreline  of  both  is  under  Federal  control.  The  location  of  these  properties  is 
particularly  significant  in  addressing  water  quality  problems  emanating  from  land  runoff. 

If  Congress'  efforts  to  empower  the  states  for  increased  responsibility  is  to  succeed,  it  must  set  an  example  to 
be  followed.  The  ICPRB  needs  the  participation  of  the  Federal  government  as  a  responsible  owner  of  a 
significant  part  of  the  basin.  Asking  the  states  to  pay  for  the  Federal  interest  in  the  basin,  especially  in  a  time 
of  shrinking  state  resources,  represents  an  unfunded  mandate  that  these  jurisdictions  can  not  bear. 

The  Commission  now  asks  that  Congress  remain  in  this  partnership  with  the  states,  a  relationship  that  has 
benefitted  the  Federal  government,  the  Potomac  basin  states,  and  most  importantly,  the  citizens  of  the  region 
by  improving  the  health  of  the  Potomac  River. 

This  partnership  and  support  has  produced  many  beneficial  results,  centering  on  cooperative  watershed 
management  and  the  building  of  a  network  of  Federal,  state,  and  local  government  as  well  as  citizen  support. 
We  now  highlight  several  examples: 
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Revitalizing  the  Anacostia  Watershed 

Rated  as  one  of  the  most  threatened  rivers  in  the  nation  by  American  Rivers,  a  conservation  group,  the 
Anacostia  is  representative  of  the  plight  of  many  urban  waterways.  The  watershed  also  is  serving  as  a 
template  for  the  renewal  of  urban  rivers,  with  more  than  60  Federal,  state,  and  local  government  agencies 
working  throughout  the  watershed  in  Maryland  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  coordinated  actions  of 
these  agencies  serves  as  a  good  example  of  cooperative  watershed  management  among  stakeholders  in  the 
Anacostia  drainage. 

The  Commission  supports  the  efforts  of  the  multi-agency  Anacostia  Watershed  Restoration  Committee 
effort,  led  by  the  Metropolitan  Washington  Council  of  Governments,  through  its  public  education  and 
outreach  program.  Anacostia  watershed  issues  are  given  coverage  in  the  Commission's  newsletter.  Five 
coordinators  work  part-time  for  the  Commission  in  the  basin's  subwatersheds.  The  coordinators  give 
presentations  to  various  local  groups,  and  stimulate  the  formation  of  citizens  organizations  in  the  sub-basins. 
They  also  have  helped  recruit  citizens  for  other  programs  using  volunteers  for  environmental  work  in  the 
basia  Building  public  knowledge  of  and  support  for  environmental  policy  decisions  results  in  consensus 
solutions  with  the  best  chance  of  success. 

Commission  staff  are  involved  in  studying  results  of  the  Kenilworth  Marsh  restoration.  The  largest 
remaining  metropoUtan-area  wetland  has  benefitted  from  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (ACE)-led  effort 
to  improve  tidal  water  flow  through  the  marsh  and  reintroduce  native  plant  species.  The  Commission,  in 
concert  with  ACE,  is  monitoring  nutrient  cycling  in  the  Marsh.  Preliminary  results  show  substantial  changes 
in  the  concentration  and  movement  of  nitrogen  and  phosphorus  between  the  marsh  and  river.  Further  data 
collection  and  analysis  will  aid  in  the  understanding  of  the  benefits  of  wetlands  to  the  Anacostia  and  other 
areas  in  the  Chesapeake  Bay  watershed. 

Another  project  will  determine  the  volume  and  mass  of  contaminated  sediments  in  the  tidal  Anacostia  for 
the  District  of  Columbia  govenunent  The  study  will  assess  recently  deposited  sediments  in  the  lower  river, 
determine  the  volume  and  concentration  of  metals  and  organically  contaminated  sediments,  and  estimate  the 
contaminant's  burial  rate  under  new  sediments.  A  report  will  be  prepared  by  this  summer.  Other  woric  will 
investigate  the  contaminant  loads  entering  the  tidal  Anacostia  from  Maryland  tributaries.  Regular  monitoring 
is  being  combined  with  stormflow  data  to  assess  the  travel  of  contaminants  downstream. 

The  results  of  these  studies  will  be  used  to  help  ICPRB  develop  an  action  plan  to  address  toxic 
contamination  in  the  District's  portion  of  the  Anacostia.  The  Anacostia  in  the  District  was  one  of  three 
Regions  of  Concern  for  toxic  contamination  cited  by  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Program  Executive  Council,  which 
directed  that  action  plans  be  created  for  the  areas.  The  Commission  is  assisting  the  District  of  Columbia  in 
writing  the  plan,  which  shodd  be  in  draft  form  this  summer. 

Other  Commission  Anacostia  efforts  are  aimed  at  restoration  of  the  watershed's  fisheries.  Projects  shared 
with  other  agencies  include  habitat  improvement  through  elimination  of  barriers  to  fish  migration, 
reconstruction  of  degraded  habitat,  and  other  projects.  Restocking  of  streams  and  studies  of  the  improved 
areas,  and  monitoring  of  both  fish  stocks  and  invertebrate  conununities  (food  sources  for  the  fish)  are 
ongoing.  Last  year,  several  stream  bkxkages  were  modified  to  allow  fish  passage,  and  studies  this  year  will 
evaluate  their  effectiveness. 
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Contamination  from  toxic  substances  are  issues  of  concern  on  the  metropolitan  Potomac,  as  in  any  urban 
area.  The  Commission  continues  to  work  with  the  District  of  Columbia  in  evaluating  concentrations  of 
metals,  pesticides,  and  other  organic  contaminants  found  in  game  fish.  Further  research  will  help  the  District 
update  its  fish  consumption  advisory,  as  well  as  complementing  the  contaminant  studies  for  Kenilworth 
Marsh. 

Chesapeake  Bay 

Many  of  the  Potomac  programs  carried  out  by  the  Commission  have  appUcations  in  the  EPA-led  effort  to 
revitalize  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  and  many  projects  represent  direct  bay  involvement  The  ICPRB's  work 
toward  the  Chesapeake  cleanup  has  increased  as  the  efforts  have  moved  up  into  the  tributaries,  of  which  the 
Potomac  is  the  second  largest  to  the  bay. 

This  work  is  most  apparent  in  the  effort  to  reduce  tributary  nutrient  loads  to  the  bay  by  40  percent.  The 
method  for  attaining  the  goal  is  through  watershed-based  nutrient  reduction  strategies  for  each  major  bay 
tributary.  As  agreed  by  the  Chesapeake  Executive  Council,  the  bay  has  been  divided  into  ten  major 
watersheds.  The  Potomac  watershed  nutrient  reduction  effort  is  unique  among  the  bay  tributaries  because  its 
watershed  is  shared  by  the  four  signatory  jurisdictions  in  the  cleanup— Maryland,  Pennsylvania,  Virginia,  and 
the  District  of  Columbia.  Although  each  jurisdiction  is  working  to  reduce  nitrogen  and  phosphorus  v«thin 
their  own  boundaries,  their  efforts  must  result  in  a  40  percent  reduction  of  each  nutrient  for  the  Potomac 
watershed.  The  ICPRB  is  chairing  a  workgroup  to  coordinate  the  efforts  of  the  states  and  the  District  of 
Columbia  as  they  devise  their  strategies.  The  workgroup  serves  as  a  forum  for  the  jurisdictions  to  resolve 
various  issues.  The  Commission  staff  continue  to  give  technical  support  to  all  jurisdictions  including 
compiling  data  on  nutrient  loadings  and  conducting  research  to  provide  nutrient  reduction  options. 
Commission  staff  are  involved  in  tributary  strategy  teams  that  include  public  input  to  the  process.  Modeling 
work  and  other  ICPRB  research  is  being  put  to  use  in  the  nutrient  reduction  strategies  of  other 
watersheds,  including  the  Susquehanna  and  the  Patuxent 

Water  Supply 

The  ICPRB  Section  for  Cooperative  Water  Supply  Operations  on  the  Potomac  (CO-OP)  continues  to  work 
with  the  Washington  metropolitan  area  water  supply  utiUties  to  coordinate  water  supply  operations,  analyze 
water  use  and  resources  data,  conduct  hydrologic  and  water  use  studies,  prepare  water  supply  outlooks,  and 
conduct  drought  exercises.  In  addition  to  this  ongoing  work,  CO-OP  is  representing  the  utilities  in  a  study 
assessing  the  reallocation  of  water  storage  at  Jennings  Randolph  Lake.  The  reallocation  is  being  studied 
in  relation  to  the  State  of  Maryland's  consumptive  use  rule,  which  requires  permitting  of  major  non-municipal 
water  users  on  the  Potomac.  The  CO-OP  also  continues  its  involvement  in  water  quality  operating  rules  for 
the  reservoir. 

The  CO-OP  has  recently  completed  a  demand  forecast  and  resource  availability  analysis  for  the  water 
utilities.  The  study  results  include  a  prediction  that  average  water  demands  will  rise  to  about  622.8  million 
gallons  per  day  (mgd)  by  the  year  2020,  a  rise  of  about  176  mgd  from  1990  levels.  The  study  notes  that  the 
method  of  joint  operations  used  by  the  utilities  would  keep  them  in  water  in  the  face  of  growing  demands 
through  the  year  2020,  even  during  a  repetition  of  the  worst  historical  drought  The  report  also  listed  other 
future  sources  of  water,  and  their  costs  and  benefits. 
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The  CO-OP  continues  to  operate  and  refine  the  toxic  spill  model,  which  can  alert  utilities  of  the  approach  of 
an  accidental  hazardous  substance  spill  occurring  upriver. 


North  Branch  Restoration  Project 

This  ongoing  effort  continues  to  provide  assistance  to  state  and  local  governments  to  create  a  world-class 
trout  Gsheiy  on  the  North  Branch  Potomac  River,  primarily  below  the  Jennings  Randolph  Reservoir.  The 
project  seeks  to  aid  a  recession-plagued  area,  which  has  lost  its  industrial  economic  base,  by  fostering  growth 
of  a  tourism-based  economy  through  improved  water  quality.  A  1993  agreement  signed  by  the  states  of  West 
Virginia  and  Maryland  along  with  ICPRB  has  provided  a  template  for  continuing  water  quality  and  river 
corridor  enhancement  efforts.  The  ACE,  which  manages  the  dam  and  reservoir,  also  is  a  partner  in  the  effort 
The  agreement  created  a  task  force  that  continues  to  work  toward  the  goal,  which  in  addition  to  the  fishery 
will  promote  hiking,  Whitewater  rafting,  and  other  outdoor  recreational  opportunities.  Significant  milestones 
in  this  long-term  effort  have  included  water  quality  improvements  yielding  a  naturally  reproducing  trout 
population  on  the  North  Branch,  acquisition  of  new  state  and  county  recreational  lands,  and  the  enlistment  of 
local  residents  in  the  planning  and  restoration  process.  The  ACE  currently  is  performing  a  reconnaissance 
study  examining  issues  such  as  coal  mining  impacts  and  other  opportunities  for  restoration  and  recreational 
enhancements.  The  Task  Force  serves  as  the  Steering  Committee  for  the  reconnaissance  study,  further 
linking  Federal  and  state  programs.  The  study  will  include  a  prioritized  list  of  possible  efforts  and 
implementation  plan. 

In  support  of  efforts  by  the  states  of  Maryland  and  West  Virginia,  Federal  agencies,  and  coal  companies,  the 
Commission  is  continuing  work  toward  reducing  the  impacts  of  acid  mine  drainage.  The  ICPRB  is 
working  with  those  entities  in  the  development  and  construction  of  innovative  treatment  systems.  The  impacts 
from  each  site  present  unique  problems  that  often  require  a  customized  solution.  For  example,  an  effective 
wetland  treatment  system  may  not  fit  on  a  desired  site,  requiring  the  design  of  some  other  treatment  method. 

Some  management  challenges  in  the  North  Branch  watershed  are  of  a  different  nature,  but  still  respond  to  the 
formation  of  partnerships  for  their  solution.  One  such  case  is  Evitts  Creek,  which  flows  from  Pennsylvania 
into  Maryland,  meeting  the  North  Branch  Potomac  at  Cumberland,  Md.   Reservoirs  located  in  the 
Pennsylvania  portion  of  the  stream  provide  the  potable  water  source  for  Cumberland.  The  reservoirs  have 
been  impacted  by  algae  growth,  probably  from  agriculture,  forestry,  and  other  impacts  that  have  caused 
increasing  water  treatment  problems  for  the  Maryland  town.  The  Commission  has  t>een  working  with  the  two 
states,  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service,  and  local  governments  to  develop  a  cooperative 
management  plan  that  will  protect  water  quality  in  the  reservoirs  and  address  recreational  use.  The  ICPRB 
continues  to  work  with  the  multi-jurisdictional  Evitts  Credc  Steering  Committee  to  restore  watershed  water 
quality.  Efforts  this  year  include  planning  for  a  watershed  education  center  located  in  Pennsylvania.  The 
center  will  serve  as  a  resource  for  farmers  and  other  landowners  seeking  to  make  improvements  to  their  land 
that  will  improve  and  preserve  water  quality.  The  center  also  will  serve  as  an  educational  resource  for 
students. 

C&O  Canal  National  Historical  Park  and  Upper  Basin  Flood  Restoration 

Wide-spread  rain  falling  on  melting  snow  produced  exceptional  runoff  over  frozen  ground  in  the  Potomac 
River  basin  during  January  of  this  year.  The  resulting  flood  in  most  of  the  basin  was  as  great  or  greater  than 
those  generated  by  Hurricane  Agnes  in  1972  and  Tropical  Storm  Juan  in  1985.  Damage  also  was 
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proportionately  large.  After  the  flood  waters  receded,  several  communities  asked  the  Commission  for 
assistance  in  addressing  their  flood  problems  looking  for  ways  to  reduce  damages  in  subsequent  events. 
Meetings  with  the  full  participation  of  appropriate  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and  the  public  were  held, 
and  follow  up  action  is  planned.  In  addition,  ICPRB  will  assist  the  National  Park  Service  in  a  study  of  ways 
to  reduce  flood  damages  to  the  C&O  Canal  and  other  Park  properties. 

The  C&O  Canal  National  Historical  Paiic  was  especially  hard  hit  by  the  flooding  for  much  of  its  184-mile 
length.  The  flood  waters  caused  extensive  damage  entering  and  leaving  the  canal.  Not  only  was  the  damage 
to  the  canal  and  associated  facilities  a  massive  and  confusing  situation,  but  the  number  of  offers  of  help 
threatened  to  overwhelm  park  staff. 

In  order  for  the  National  Paiic  personnel  to  effectively  organize  the  hundreds  of  people  who  were  offering 
help  in  the  form  of  their  labor,  skills  and  supplies,  ICPRfi  worked  quickly  and  effectively  to  set  up  a  database 
of  information.  The  intent  of  this  structured  information  is  to  allow  the  generation  of  mailing  lists  and  other 
organized  contacts  to  be  made,  which  will  target  specific  volunteer  groups  for  certain  kinds  of  needs  at  the 
required  times  and  locations.  The  database  will  also  be  searchable  for  pledged  supplies  and  skills  so  that  they 
may  most  effectively  be  used  in  the  cleanup  and  repair  activities  by  the  National  Park  during  the  coming 
Spring  and  Summer.  Working  in  cooperation  with  Park  Service  personnel.  Commission  stafifhave  set  up  the 
database  on  ICPRB  computers,  entered  most  of  the  offers  of  help,  and  begun  to  provide  selected  Usts  to  the 
National  Park  employees  in  charge  of  the  cleanup  and  repair  of  this  remarkable  local  resource. 

It  is  activities  Uke  this  one  that  demonstrate  clearly  the  benefit  to  the  Federal  govenunent  of  supporting  the 
Commission.  The  small  size  of  the  Commission  allowed  us  to  respond  quickly  and  effectively  to  facilitate 
intergovernmental  and  public  interaction.  Without  the  Federal  support  of  the  Commission,  activities  like  the 
repair  ofthe  C&O  canal  would  progress  much  more  slowly,  to  the  public  detriment. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Moving  on  to  the  Delaware  River  Basin. 

Thank  you  for  your  patience. 

Mr.  D'Anna.  My  name  is  Vince  D'Anna,  United  States  Commis- 
sioner for  the  Delaware  River  Commission.  I  will  be  exceedingly 
short. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  You  get  extra  points  for  that  since  you  rep- 
resent my  basin. 

Mr.  D'Anna.  Obviously,  we  are  very  concerned  about  the  sub- 
committee's action  last  year  and  we  are  prepared  to  answer  any 
questions. 

I  have  Mr.  Hansler  here,  and  the  commission  council  here.  And 
I  would  like  to  at  least  highlight — I  assume  our  testimony  will  ap- 
pear in  its  full  in  the  record? 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  D'Anna.  All  right. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  In  total. 

Mr.  D'Anna.  I  would  like  to  highlight  and  ask  that  the  commit- 
tee look  at  specifically  two  particular  areas.  One,  the  problems  of 
the  compact  itself  and  the  logistics  of  zeroing  out  and  getting  out 
of  the  compact. 

We  have  brought  committee  counsel — Commission  counsel  with 
us  today.  He  will  be  available  today  for  any  questions  or  any  ques- 
tions that  the  committee  or  the  staff  might  have  in  the  future. 

The  second  thing  that  I  think,  if  we  could — we  have  a  lot  of  peo- 
ple, including  the  Governors,  who  would  like  to — would  like  to  let 
their  views  be  known  and  if  the  record  could  be  held  open  for  the 
future,  that  we  might  be  able  to  at  least 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Without  objection,  the  record  will  be  open 
for  5  days  or  for  however — ^we  will  receive  testimony  for  the  fore- 
seeable future. 

Mr.  D'Anna.  OK.  That  would  be  great. 

And  Mr.  Hansler  here  may  want  to  make  a  few  observations. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  D'Anna  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  VINCENT  P.  D'ANNA,  UNITED  STATES  COMMISSIONER, 
DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION,  IN  SUPPORT  OF  FISCAL  YEAR 
1997  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  AND  THE  FEDERAL 
CONTRIBUTION  BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND 
WATER  DEVELOPMENT,  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS,  MARCH  6,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

My  name  is  Vincent  D'Anna.   This  is  my  first  opportunity  to 
appear  before  the  Committee  since  my  appointment  as  United 
States  Commissioner  by  President  Clinton  in  June  1994. 

I  am  here  today  to  support  continuation  of  the  Salaries  and 
Expenses  item  and  the  Federal  Contribution  to  the  Delaware 
River  Basin  Commission  which  total  $876,000.   As  you  know, 
the  President's  budget  will  not  be  released  until  March  18, 
and  the  normal  Congressional  Budget  Justifications  Statement 
with  its  figures  and  schedules  will  be  sent  to  you  as  soon  as 
possible  after  the  President's  budget  has  been  released. 

I  respectfully  request  that  the  Committee  reconsider  the 
guidance  contained  in  the  FY  1996  conference  report  on  future 
direct  funding  for  the  three  river  basin  commissions  and 
retention  of  the  Federal  commissioners'  offices.   The 
Administration  and  most  of  the  congressional  delegation  of 
the  Basins  believe  the  river  basin  commissions  provide  key 
leadership  in  watershed  management  and  help  to  effect  a 
smaller,  more  efficient  government. 

Everyone  associated  with  the  Commission  was  stunned  by  the 
Committee's  decision  last  year  to  zero  out  Federal 
participation  in  the  Commission.   The  Commission  and  the 
Administration  believe  any  termination  of  Federal 
participation  in  the  commission  should  result  from  an  open, 
public  process,  with  full  participation  of  the  affected 
States,  comparable  to  the  extensive  hearings  which  were  held 
during  the  Commission's  creation.   I  believe  that  process 
should  preceed  any  appropriations  action  to  terminate  Federal 
participation . 

From  my  own  point  of  view,  the  Committee's  action  would  have 
been  understandable  had  it  reflected  action  to  correct  a 
failed  policy  of  the  past  based  on  the  Commission's 
organizational  structure  not  having  lived  up  to  the 
expectations  of  the  Compact's  framers.   But,  that  is  not  the 
case.   Federal  membership  and  the  binding  nature  of  the 
Federal  vote  on  Federal  agencies  have  resulted  in  an 
orderliness  to  the  diverse  and  often  divergent  Federal 
programs  being  carried  out  in  the  Basin. 
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The  Federal  role  has  brought  about  the  integration  of  the 
activities  of  the  myriad  Federal  agencies  with  those  of  the 
Commission  and  the  prevention  of  Federal  actions  which  could 
adversely  affect  the  long-range  planning  of  the  four  Basin 
States.   It  has  removed  the  type  of  dissension  which  exists 
elsewhere  in  the  Nation  between  the  States  and  the  Federal 
Government  —  all  of  which  is  a  testament  to  the 
farsightedness  and  wisdom  of  the  framers  of  the  compact. 

It  addition,  representatives  from  nations  throughout  the 
world  flock  to  the  Delaware  River  Basin  Commission,  marvel  at 
its  sugcess,  and  return  home  to  seek  to  model  their  own  water 
resources  management  structures  after  the  Delaware  pattern. 

The  Committee's  action  might  also  be  understandable: 

— if  the  Commission  and  the  Federal  representative  were 
truly  costly  to  the  Federal  Government,  and  that  is  not  the 
case.   Last  year's  total  budget  was  less  than  $1  million. 

— if  the  Federal  role  in  the  Commission  represented  a 
bloated  bureaucracy  whose  termination  would  have  a 
significant  impact  on  governmental  downsizing.   And,  that  is 
not  the  case.   Only  2  Federal  positions  are  involved. 

— if  Federal  financial  support  of  the  Commission  and 
retention  of  its  Federal  representative  were  obstacles  to 
streamlining  government  when  their  very  purpose  is  to 
streamline  and  focus  the  efforts  of  a  multitude  of  Federal 
and  State  agencies,  and  to  eliminate  duplication. 

— if  the  Commission  and  its  Federal  representative  were 
not  cost  effective.   And,  that  is  not  the  case.   Far  more  is 
returned  to  the  Federal  Government  as  the  result  of  the 
Commission  and  its  Federal  representative  than  the  Federal 
Government  invests  in  them — through  direct  savings, 
enhancement  of  tax  dollar  flow,  and  avoided  costs. 

— if  the  Commission  and  Federal  membership  were  an 
anachronism — no  longer  needed  to  meet  the  demands  of  the 
future — which  is  not  true.   Our  Nation  is  indeed  fortunate  to 
have  a  proven  organizational  structure  in  place  that  is  well 
equipped  to  meet  the  challenges  of  the  21st  century. 

— and,  finally,  if  there  truly  were  a  lack  of  interest  in 
the  Commission  and  retention  of  its  Federal  membership. 
Again,  that  is  not  the  case.   We  are  aware  of  many  within  the 
economic  development  and  environmental  communities,  as  well 
as  elected  public  officials  who  support  the  Commission  and 
its  Federal  representative  and  are  are  ready  to  testify  or 
submit  written  statements  as  evidence  of  that  support,  as  has 
already  been  done  by  all  the  Basin  Senators. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  it  is  indisputable  that  the 
Commission's  institutional  structure  is  part  of  the  solution 
to  wise  river  basin  policy;  it  is  not  part  of  the  problem. 
For  this  reason,  I  would  hope  the  Committee  would  reconsider 
its  position  of  last  year. 

However,  if  this  Committee  is  contemplating  further  action 
toward  terminating  Federal  membership  and  financial 
participation  in  the  Compact,  Congress  needs  to  determine  the 
proper  means  of  effecting  such  changes  in  what  is,  afterall, 
a  contract  between  the  Basin  States  and  the  Federal 
Government  that  the  Compact  characterizes  as  a  "solemn 
covenant . " 

Should  the  Congress  wish  to  reconsider  the  Compact,  it  will 
need  to  focus  on  certain  provisions  of  the  basic  Compact 
(Part  I)  to  which  its  consent  is  based  upon  the  assximption  of 
a  full  voting  Federal  member. 

Among  those  provisions  is  Section  11.1(b)  which  requires 
Federal  projects  to  be  included  in  the  Commission's 
comprehensive  plan  in  order  to  be  deemed  authorized  or  before 
any  money  can  be  spent  on  them.   The  provision  is  fulfilled 
through  the  role  of  the  Federal  representative.   If  Congress 
withdraws  the  Federal  membership,  does  it  still  want  to 
impose  such  a  requirement  on  Federal  projects? 

Would  a  change  in  Commission  membership  affect  the 
acceptability  of  Section  3.3  to  all  the  Supreme  Court  Decree 
parties?  This  is  the  provision  which  enables  the  Commission 
to  declare  a  drought  emergency  and  then  change  the  provisions 
of  the  Decree. 

Other  legal  issues  reside  in  the  Congressional  reservations 
governing  Federal  participation  in  the  Compact.   Section 
15.1(s)(l)  provides  that  no  Federal  agency  or  officer  may 
take  any  action  which  would  conflict  with  an  affirmative 
Federal  vote  on  a  provision  of  the  Commission's  comprehensive 
plan  (all  major  policies  and  projects).   Section  15.1(s)(2) 
provides  for  a  presvimed  Federal  affirmative  vote  unless  a 
Federal  letter  of  non-concurrence  is  filed  within  60  days  of 
the  vote.   Without  funding  to  provide  for  a  Federal 
representative,  there  is  no  way  to  give  effect  to  this  latter 
provision.   Through  their  majority  vote,  the  States  would 
have  unprecedented  power  to  bind  the  Federal  Government, 
which  would  undo  the  carefully  crafted  balance  of  powers 
built  into  the  Compact. 

Congress  has  placed  numerous  other  reservations  on  its 
consent  to  the  Compact  that  would  appear  to  be  inappropriate 
in  the  absence  of  Federal  membership.   They  relate  to  such 
matters  as  the  necessity  for  Congressional  authorization  of 
projects  undertaken  by  the  Commission  with  other  than  State 
supplied  funds.   The  language  is  now  intended  to  deal  with 
projects  requiring  Federal  appropriations.  With  a  change 
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eliminating  Federal  membership,  that  provision  could  be  read 
to  preclude  the  Commission  from  undertaking  projects  funded 
with  its  own  bonds  unless  it  has  the  approval  of  Congress. 

Congressional  consent  to  and  Federal  participation  in  the 
Compact  is  subject  to  exempting  pre-Compact  water  users  from 
Commission  water  charges.   Without  Federal  participation, 
would  that  limitation  on  a  basic  Compact  authority  scill 
prevail?   Should  the  Commission  as  a  purely  non-Federal 
entity  continue  to  be  saddled  with  the  requirements  of  the 
Davis-Bacon  and  Walsh-Healy  Public  Contracts  Acts? 

Congress  also  needs  to  decide  whether  voluntary  contacts 
between  the  numerous  Federal  agencies  operating  in  the  Basin 
and  Commission  can  be  expected  to  achieve  the  level  of 
coordination  needed  to  make  the  Commission's  interstate 
planning  and  regulatory  program  effective.   The  House 
Judiciary  Committee  rejected  such  a  policy  as  "antique"  35 
years  ago  when  it  considered  the  Delaware  Compact  and 
indicated  that  water  resources  study  commissions  had  shown 
conclusively  that  voluntary  cooperation  has  never  yet  worked 
in  a  satisfactory  manner. 

Is  the  replacement  of  the  Federal  role  with  cumbersome  and 
ineffective,  if  not  more  costly,  separate  Federal  agency 
contacts  and  meetings  with  Commission  staff  and  each  of  the 
States  on  matters  pending  before  the  Commission  truly  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  Nation?  Especially  when  such  contacts 
do  nothing  to  resolve  conflicts? 

This  is  not  an  abstract  issue.   It  involves  such  critical 
matters  as  drought  management  planning,  decisions  relating  to 
the  amount  of  reservoir  storage  needed  for  the  Basin,  the 
toxics  control  program  which  involves  different  positions  of 
two  EPA  regional  offices,  and  projects  that  come  before  the 
Commission  each  month  for  review  which  involve  Federal 
interests.   In  any  situtation  involving  a  dispute  between  any 
Federal  agency  and  the  Commission  decision,  the  absence  of 
the  role  of  the  Federal  representative  would  force  expensive 
and  time-consuming  litigation.   Where  applicants  are 
involved,  it  would  leave  them  hanging  helplessly  in  the 
middle. 

I  believe  the  role  of  the  Federal  representative  will  be 
crucial  in  the  months  ahead  in  developing  a  new  drought 
management  plan  based  on  new  knowledge  relating  to  salinty 
intrusion — an  effort  which  I  initiated  and  could  result  in 
deferral  of  $200  million  in  capital  outlays,  depending  on  the 
extent  to  which  releases  from  existing  reservoirs  can  be 
optimized. 

Other  areas  which  will  require  an  active  Federal  role  are  the 
assurance  of  high  priority  attention  to  the  protection  of  the 
two  Federally  designated  scenic  river  areas  in  the  Basin; 


2405 


putting  into  place  a  financing  mechanism  and  serving  as 
liaison  between  the  Corps  and  the  States  regarding  the 
Delaware  Channel  Deepening  Project;  resolution  of  disputes 
between  the  two  regional  offices  of  EPA  with  regard  to 
implementation  of  the  Commission's  pending  toxics  control 
program;  brokering  the  impasse  between  the  two  EPA  regional 
offices  and  the  States  to  get  the  Estuary  Management  Plan  off 
dead  center;  acting  as  a  coordinator  regarding  the  Corps'  new 
wetlands  protection  program  and  the  critical  wetlands  of 
Pennsylvania's  Pocono  area  because  of  their  importance  to 
upper  basin  water  quality;  assuring  the  fisheries  studies 
regarding  the  Salem  nuclear  plant  satisfy  the  concerns  of  the 
Federal  fishery  agencies;  and  working  to  have  the  National 
Park  Service  recognize  in  its  scenic  river  studies  the 
reservation  of  the  Churchman's  Marsh  site  in  Delaware  for 
reservoir  development  in  the  Commission's  comprehensive  plan. 

In  addition  to  the  above,  since  my  appointment  an  active 
Federal  role  has  been  required  relating  to  the  advancement  of 
the  long-standing  Ice  Jam  Prevention  project,  which  was 
completed  just  in  the  nick  of  time  to  prevent  enormous  flood 
losses  and  the  possibility  of  the  loss  of  life  during  the 
January  floods;  bringing  a  focus  upon  the  poor  water  quality 
which  exists  at  the  Corps'  Blue  Marsh  reservoir  project  in 
which  the  Commission  owns  the  water  supply  storage,  and  the 
solution  to  which  rests  with  the  joint  efforts  of  the  State, 
the  Corps,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  National 
Resources  Conservation  Service,  the  County  Extension 
Services,  and  the  Commission;  expanding  public  participation 
in  Commission  activities;  focusing  Commission  attention  on 
the  course  of  action  it  intends  to  pursue  over  the  long  and 
short  term;  expanding  the  representation  of  the  Commission's 
toxics  advisory  committee,  and  pursuit  of  GIS  capability. 

In  conclusion,  these  examples  serve  as  illustrations  of  the 
importance  of  the  role  of  the  Federal  representative  and  the 
far-reaching  implications  of  any  action  to  remove  Federal 
membership  from  the  Commission. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Mr.  Hansler,  Mr.  Goldberg,  thank  you  for 
being  with  us. 

Mr.  Hansler. 

Mr.  Hansler.  Only  one. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Mr.  Hansler,  if  you  could  move  the  micro- 
phone and  introduce  yourself.  We  have  a  Member  here  also  who 
would  like  to  testify. 

Mr.  Hansler.  OK. 

Jerry  Hansler,  Executive  Director  of  Delaware  River  Basin  Com- 
mission. 

My  only  comment  is  that  when  the  flood  hit  in  January,  it  was 
not  major  in  Delaware.  We  lucked  out  and  were  doing  it  right,  and 
since  then  we  have  brought  14  agencies  together  to  even  do  a  bet- 
ter job  next  time  around. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Hansler  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chainnan  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

This  is  to  request  continued  support  from  the  U.  S.  Government  to  the  Delaware 
River  Basin  Commission  (DRBC)  for  Fiscal  Year  1997. 

Our  unanimously  approved  budget  for  FY  '97,  which  included  the  vote  of  DRBC's 
U.  S.  Commissioner,  allocated  $534,000  as  the  Federal  contribution.  This  is  a  reduction  of 
$17,000  from  FY  '96.  It  is  also  requested  that  the  small  and  effective  fuU-time  staff  of  the 
U.  S.  Conmiissioner's  office  be  funded.  These  requests  are  made  in  light  of  the 
House/Senate  conference  report  language  last  year  which  stated  a  ..."prospective  termination 
of  Federal  funding..."  to  the  DRBC  in  FY  '97.  This  opportunity  to  make  our  case,  before 
any  final  decision  is  made,  is  very  much  appreciated. 

It  is  recognized  that  the  Federal  govenmient,  as  well  as  many  states,  are  having 
budget  difficulties,  and  that  the  value  of  any  and  all  programs  should  be  scrutinized  as  to 
their  continuation.  For  FY  '97,  all  four  states  in  the  Delaware  Basin  will  fully  fund  the 
DRBC  as  to  their  "fair  share"  contributions  —  this  in  spite  of  severe  cutbacks  in  many 
programs  in  three  of  the  four  states.  However,  the  states  have  not  opted  to  pick  up  the 
Federal  share  for  the  DRBC.  Suggesting  that  the  states  fund  the  Federal  share  is  probably 
more  unreasonable  than  Congress  requesting  the  states  to  pay  for  unfunded  Federal 
mandates  in  general. 

I  realize  that  the  DRBC  was  one  of  forty  agencies  targeted  for  termination  in  a 
"Heritage  Foundation  Appendix."  It's  true  that  if  DRBC's  Federal  funding  was  eliminated 
it  could  save  the  U.  S.  government  $1.6  million  from  FY  '97  through  FY  '99.  However,  the 
value  of  services  rendered  to,  dollars  generated  for,  and  costs  avoided  by  the  Federal 
government  in  maintaining  this  Federal-State  partnership  far  outweigh  that  amount.  The 
DRBC  serves  over  17,000,000  people  and  that  alone  should  be  of  vital  interest  to  the 
United  States  government  for  the  many  reasons  set  forth  in  the  Delaware  River  Basin 
Compact  —  which  Congress  approved  and  joined  the  Federal  government  as  an  equal  party 
with  the  four  states. 

Congress,  in  passing  the  Compact,  agreed  that  the  Federal  goverimient  would  jointly 
exercise  with  the  states  their  water  resources  "powers  of  sovereignty  in  the  common  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  region."  Until  Congress  acts  to  remove  the  U.  S.  government  from  the 
Compact,  it  seems  logical  that  they  should  provide  this  modest  fair  share  sum  of  $534,000 
for  the  tremendous  vahie  received.  This  value  is  in  both  dollars,  and  the  rendering  of 
streamlined  public  service.  The  dollar  benefits  to  the  U.  S.  Treasury  are  direct,  enhance  tax 
dollar  flow,  and  avoid  drought  and  flood  related  cost  outlays. 

Maintaining  our  smaU  but  effective  DRBC  staff  (38  people)  has  provided  other 
Federal  agencies  a  vehicle  to  receive  data  and  reconmiendations  important  to  their  decision- 
making processes,  at  a  cost  savings.  The  DRBC  has  completed  flood-plain  mapping  for 
H.U.D.,  F.E.M.A.,  and  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps)  —  thereby  avoiding  the 
hiring  of  additional  Federal  employees  with  attendant  salaries,  benefits,  and  retirement 
costs.  Recently,  we  were  asked  by  the  Corps  to  analyze  the  environmental  impact  of  salinity 
intrusion  from  a  proposed  dredging  project,  the  spoils  of  which  might  be  used  to  extend 
Philadelphia's  airport  runway.  This  job  was  done  at  no  cost  to  the  Federal  government  and 
was  possible  because  of  our  core  capabilities.  The  data,  recommendations  and  conclusions 
provided  by  the  DRBC  resulted  in  a  cost  savings  of  $19  million  to  the  Corps  and  $7  million 
to  the  City. 
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Another  example  of  direct  cost  savings  is  DRBC's  role  as  the  single,  non-federal 
sponsor  of  Corps'  projects  such  as  the  Beltzville  and  Blue  Marsh  reservoirs.  Could  you 
imagine  the  paper  morass  resulting  if  the  Corps  had  to  sign  individual  contracts  and  collect 
fees  from  about  200  different  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  users?  Incidentally,  we 
ahvays  meet  our  financial  obligations  to  the  Federal  government  regarding  principle, 
interest,  and  O  &  M  —  and  on  time. 

The  DRBC,  because  of  its  powers  and  authorities  contained  in  the  Compact,  has  a 
major  role  in  determining  economic  development  Economic  development  not  only  provides 
an  improved  tax  base  within  the  states,  but  the  construction  of  new  projects  and  their 
continued  operation  generates  tremendous  Federal  income  tax  revenues  for  the  U.  S. 
Treasury.  Our  rules,  regulations,  standards,  and  policies  which  serve  as  the  yardstick  to 
project  approval  have  been  developed  with  broad-spectrum  public  input  —  environmental, 
social  and  economic.  Our  Basin  Water  Code  is  applicable  without  regard  to  poUtical 
boundary  —  as  mandated  in  the  Compact  This  has  eliminated  the  problem  of  interstate 
squabbles  over  environmental  regulations  and  in  some  cases  negated  costly  and  time- 
consuming  litigation. 

The  value  of  DRBC's  environmental/economic  approach  to  new  development  over 
the  past  ten  years  has  resulted  in  the  construction  of  over  1,000  projects  costing  over  $4 
bilhon.  Because  of  our  even-handed  economic/environmental  process  of  doing  business, 
these  projects  were  not  built  elsewhere,  such  as  in  Mexico  or  Canada.  Therefore  personal 
and  corporate  income  taxes  are  paid  to  the  U.  S.  Treasury.  It  seems  sensible  that  the 
Federal  government  would  desire  to  continue  to  be  an  equal  partner  in  this  process. 

Another  example  of  DRBC  enhancing  Federal  tax  flow  are  the  actions  which  were 
taken  in  emergencies  such  as  droughts.  Last  fall,  the  DRBC  provided  emergency  water 
supply  approvals  to  water-short  users.  One  industrial  plant  employing  2,800  people  would 
have  shut  down  for  four  weeks  without  DRBC  assistance.  Assuming  die  lowest  income  tax 
rate  of  15  percent  and  average  annual  taxable  income  of  $23,000,  this  one  action  prevented 
a  loss  of  $800,000  to  the  U.  S.  Treasury  in  personal  income  tax  revenue,  and  probably  that 
much  more  in  corporate  tax  revenues.  An  important  feature  of  this  action  is  that  the 
Federal  government  has  a  vote  in  making  these  decisions  of  water  allocations  —  surface  or 
ground.  The  Delaware  and  the  Susquehanna  river  basins  are  the  only  regions  of  the 
country  where  the  U.  S'  government  has  a  joint  hand  in  water  allocation,  which  provides  a 
voice  in  protecting  and  enhancing  the  myriad  Federal  interests. 

The  DRBC  plans  and  programs  in  drought  and  flood  operations  have  and  continue 
to  save  the  Federal  govenmient  millions  of  dollars  in  avoided  costs  over  the  past  34  years. 
By  DRBC  developing  and  operating  an  effective  drought  operating  plan,  the  U  S. 
government  has  not  had  to  "bail  out"  the  region  during  three  major  drought  emergencies. 
Congress  and  the  various  administrations  seem  to  be  doling  out  disaster  assistance  to  other 
areas  of  the  country,  which  apparently  do  not  effectively  manage  their  water  resources.  Our 
drought  operating  plan  is  fairly  complex  and  even  provides  for  the  revision  of  rights  and 
responsibilities  in  a  1954  U.  S.  Supreme  Court  Decree  apportioning  the  waters  of  the 
Delaware.  Under  the  Compact  the  DRBC  has  the  right  to  amend  that  Decree  during 
emergencies,  and  the  Federal  Commissioner  has  a  vote  in  that  decision-making  process. 
The  Commission  has  temporarily  modified  that  Decree  over  15  times  in  the  past  15  years 
under  the  Compact     If  our  Congressionally  approved  Compact  was  not  in  place,  the 
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number  of  water  battles  to  be  handled  by  the  Federal  courts  would  undoubtedly  be 
considerable,  and  at  considerable  Federal  court  cost. 

As  to  flood  control,  one  DRBC  purpose  is  to  provide  for  cooperative  planning  and 
action  by  the  signatory  parties  and  their  agencies.  Recently,  the  Commission  held  a 
meeting  of  fourteen  different  agencies  and  organizations  involved  in  some  aspect  of  flood 
control.  This  was  possible  because  we  focus  on  a  basinwide  or  watershed  basis  —  even 
though  many  of  those  present  had  different  geographical  areas  of  responsibility.  (With 
renewed  emphasis  at  the  Federal  level  to  manage  water  resources  on  a  watershed  basis,  why 
pull  out  the  Federal  govermnent  from  an  agency  that  is  doing  just  that?)  The  outcome  of 
that  one  meeting  resulted  in  eleven  recommendations  which  are  already  in  the  process  of 
implementation  and  which  will  prevent  or  reduce  the  adverse  impact  of  flooding  in  the 
Delaware  Basin,  and  wUl  reduce  the  amount  of  Federal  "bailout"  should  a  reaUy  big  one 
occur. 

As  to  avoided  costs  regarding  a  particular  flood  event,  the  DRBC's  non-Federal 
sponsorship  of  the  Corps'  Port  Jervis  (N.Y.)  Ice  Jam  Flood  Prevention  project  is  a  classic 
example.  The  Corps  may  never  have  built  the  project  if  they  had  to  deal  individually  with 
five  different  municipalities  and  three  states.  They  only  needed  one  non-Federal  sponsor 
-  the  DRBC. 

Obtaining  necessary  permits  and  approvals  for  this  project,  which  operation  probably 
saved  the  Federal  government  up  to  $60  million  in  "bail-out"  costs  during  this  January's 
flood,  could  not  have  been  achieved  without  a  neutral  Federal  Commissioner's  office.  Hie 
National  Park  Service,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife,  and  Corps  all  had  involvement,  and  often 
different  viewpoints.  The  vahie  of  an  independent  or  neutral  U.  S.  Commissioner  to 
reconcile  the  often  diverse  Federal  agency  views  on  any  proposed  action  before  the 
Commission  is  absohitely  vital.  It  is  of  great  importance  to  craft  a  single  Federal  position 
on  projects,  rules,  and  policies  so  that  timefy  and  necessary  decisions  can  be  made. 

There  are  many  other  examples  which  could  be  cited  dealing  with  reconciliation  of 
diverse  Federal  agency  views  related  to  such  things  as:  water  quality,  fish  &  wildlife, 
wetlands,  flood  plains,  minimum  stream  flows,  navigation,  national  parks,  and  water  supply. 

Since  Congress  has  mandated  that  the  U.  S.  government  be  a  party  to  the  Delaware 
River  Basin  Compact  and  share  its  sovereignty  with  the  four  states  in  water  resources 
management,  having  a  neutral  Federal  presence,  not  a  person  representing  any  single 
agency,  has  been  invaluable  in  defining  "what  is"  the  Federal  position  in  exercising  its 
sovereign's  vote. 

In  general,  the  DRBC  has  been  the  model  for  water  resources  management  in  the 
country. 

The  DRBC  has  an  ambitious  water  conservation  program  to  reduce  water  demand 
which  is  an  integral  component  of  its  strategy  to  manage  water  supplies  in  the  four-state 
river  basin.  The  program,  which  is  recognized  both  nationally  and  internationally,  has 
resulted  in  significant  cost  savings,  environmental  protection  and  improved  drought 
preparedness.  Among  the  results: 
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-  Unaccounted-for  water  in  the  basin  was  reduced  about  40  million  gallons  per  day 
(mgd)  between  1989  and  1993  --  a  15.7%  cutback  over  a  four-year  period.  The  DRBC 
projects  an  additional  savings  of  42  mgd  to  70  mgd  by  the  year  2020  through 
implementation  of  its  water  conservation  performance  standards  for  plumbing  fixtures  and 
fittings.  This  reduction  should  save  or  defer  from  $250  miUion  to  $400  million  in  additional 
capital  costs  for  water  supply  and  wastewater  treatment  facilities  ~  projects  which  have  been 
heavily  financed  by  the  federal  government. 

The  DRBC  recently  adopted  a  regulatory  package  to  protect  the  high  water  quality 
in  two  "scenic"  reaches  of  the  Delaware  River  from  Hancock,  N.Y.,  125  miles  downstream 
to  the  Delaware  Water  Gap.  These  river  reaches  were  added  to  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System  by  Congress  in  1978.  Water  quality  in  this  portion  of  the  river  is 
threatened  by  urbanization  in  a  three-state,  4,000  square  mile  drainage  area  which  is  within 
several  hours  drive  of  about  20%  of  the  U.S.  population. 

In  crafting  its  regulations,  the  DRBC  worked  closely  over  an  eight-year  period  with 
the  National  Park  Service,  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  state  regulatory 
agencies,  and  business  and  environmental  groups.  Although  the  regulations  are  on  the 
books,  considerable  time  and  money  continue  to  be  invested  by  DRBC  staff  to  ensure  the 
regulations  are  successfully  implemented.  At  stake  are  two  popular  federal  recreation  areas 
which  attract  close  to  five  million  visitors  each  year  and  annually  pump  some  $20  million 
back  into  the  regional  economy. 

The  DRBC  also  is  engaged  in  a  comprehensive  program  with  the  federal  government 
and  basin  states  to  adopt  regulations  governing  the  discharge  of  toxic  pollutants  to  the  tidal 
Delaware  River.  The  regulatory  package  was  drawn  up  in  response  to  1987  amendments  to 
the  federal  Clean  Water  Act  which  required  states  to  designate  water  quality  criteria  for 
toxic  pollutants  and  identify  those  stretches  of  waterways  where  the  criteria  were  being 
exceeded.  These  criteria,  policies  and  procedures  are  being  cooperatively  developed  with 
not  only  agency  input,  but  considerations  from  environmental  groups,  municipalities  and 
eleven  major  industries. 

The  above  has  related  to  the  vahie  of  the  Commission  to  the  Federal  government. 
What  are  the  pitfalls  should  the  U.  S.  government  pull  out? 

Any  proposal  to  withdraw  all  funding  for  the  Delaware  and  Susquehanna  River  Basin 
Commissions  raises  serious  and  unprecedented  legal  issues  that  could  result  in  protracted 
and  expensive  litigation  for  the  Federal  government  and  the  member  states. 

The  United  States  is  a  signatory  party  to  the  Delaware  and  Susquehanna  River  Basin 
Compacts  as  a  result  of  legislative  enactments  approved  by  the  Judiciary  Committees  of  the 
Congress  and  thereafter  enacted  into  law.  Although  these  Compacts  preserve  the  power 
and  the  right  of  the  Congress  to  withdraw  the  Federal  government  as  a  party  to  the 
Compacts,  any  decision  to  withdraw  requires  a  revision  of  the  enabling  Legislation  which 
authorized  participation  of  the  Federal  government  in  these  Compacts  in  the  first  instance. 

The  mere  withdrawal  of  all  Federal  funding  does  not  address  nor  does  it  resolve  the 
fundamental  question  as  to  whether  the  Federal  government,  by  such  action,  has  actually 
withdrawn  from  all  participation  in  the  Compacts.     Such  action  leaves  in  effect  the 
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provisions  of  the  Compacts  adopted  by  the  Federal  government  and,  more  importantly, 
those  provisions  specificaUy  inserted  into  the  Compacts  by  the  Congress. 

For  example.  Federal  law  still  empowers  the  President's  representative;  i.e.,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  serve  and  vote  on  proposals  and  to  bind  all  Federal  agencies 
in  the  absence  of  a  dissenting  vote.  The  status  of  Section  15.1  of  the  Delaware  River  Basin 
Compact,  which  sets  forth  numerous  Federal  reservations  as  to  Compact  provisions,  will 
require  litigation  to  resolve.  The  provisions  of  15.1(b),  as  one  example,  now  limits  the 
ability  of  the  Delaware  River  Basin  Commission  to  impose  charges  for  water  withdrawals 
or  diversions  from  the  Basin  which  were  lawful  in  1961  when  the  Compact  was  approved 
by  the  Congress.  This  immunity  from  water  charges  affects  most  major  water  users  within 
the  Delaware  River  Basin.  Does  the  withdrawal  of  Federal  funding  permit  the  extension 
of  DRBC  water  charges  to  pre-1961  users  and  is  this  what  Congress  intends?  The  status 
of  such  water  withdrawals  in  terms  of  DRBC  charges  ahnost  certainly  will  precipitate  legal 
dispute. 

The  difficult  questions  posed  by  merely  terminating  funding  can  be  settled  by  proper 
amendatory  legislation.  Whether  the  Congress  wishes  to  totally  withdraw  from  the 
Compacts  or  merely  modify  the  extent  of  the  Federal  government's  participation,  these 
issues  should  first  be  addressed  in  the  regular  legislative  process.  Appropriate  decisions 
with  regard  to  funding  should  follow  the  resolution  of  these  issues.  A  failure  to  address 
these  issues  legislatively  may  make  illusory  any  savings  to  the  Federal  govenunent  in  the 
short-term  and  could  lead  to  results  imposed  by  the  courts  that  do  not  reflect  the  intent  or 
the  desires  of  either  the  Congress  or  the  member  states. 

The  Supreme  Court  in  Texas  v.  New  Mexico.  482  U.S.  124  (1987)  and  earlier 
decisions  such  as  West  Virginia  ex  rel.  Dwver  v.  Sims.  341  U.S.  22  (1951)  and  Petty  v. 
Tennessee-Missouri  Bridge  Commissions.  359  U.S.  275  (1959),  clearly  establish  the  binding 
effect  of  Compact  provisions  upon  aU  members  and  the  obUgation  of  the  members  to 
comply  with  those  provisions.  It  is  clear  from  these  Supreme  Court  decisions  that  when  a 
Compact  is  approved  by  Congress  it  becomes  a  law  of  the  United  States.  While  the 
Congress  has  the  right  to  change  the  Compacts,  the  mere  withholding  of  funding  required 
under  the  Compacts  does  not  constitute  such  a  change.  The  Compacts  themselves  must  first 
be  revisited  by  the  Congress  and  the  basic  policy  decisions  presented  by  withdrawal  of 
participation  must  be  addressed  and  resolved. 

For  reasons  above,  it  is  hoped  that  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  this  Subcommittee  will 
reconsider  your  position  of  last  year  and  support  both  the  requested  modest  funding  of  the 
DRBC  and  the  vitally  needed  continuance  of  a  Federal  presence. 


Presented  by  Gerald  M.  Hansler,  Executive  Director,  Delaware  River  Basin  Commission, 
to  the  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  U.  S.  House  Appropriations  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Water  Development,  March  6,  1996. 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen,  all  of 
you  for  being  with  us. 

And  copies  of  your  entire  testimony  will  be  included  in  the  record 
and  we  will  leave  the  transcript  open  for  the  next  couple  of  weeks 
to  include  any  additional  testimony. 

Thank  you  for  being  with  us. 

I  think  you  have  raised  some  excellent  points  individually  and 
jointly.  And  if  the  committee  has  some  additional  questions,  we  will 
get  back  to  you. 

Mr.  Cole.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  very  much. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 

SOO  LOCKS,  CEDAR  RIVER,  GRAND  MARAIS  HARBOR 

SURVEILLANCE  OF  NORTHERN  BOUNDARIES  AND 
ONTONAGON  HARBOR 

WITNESS 

HON.  BART  STUPAK,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  MICHIGAN 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Congressman  Bart  Stupak,  thank  you  for 
your  patience,  representing  the  great  State  of  Michigan.  Thank  you 
for  being  here. 

Mr.  Stupak.  Well,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you  for  hav- 
ing me  testify. 

As  you  may  know,  my  district  has  more  coastline  than  any  con- 
gressional district,  except  Alaska,  but,  of  course,  they  only  have  one 
Don  Young. 

But  let  me  just  talk  about  some  of  the — ^well,  he  does  a  good  job. 

I  have  three  of  the  five  Great  Lakes.  The  first  project  I  would 
like  to  mention.  Cedar  River  Project,  last  year  you  appropriated 
$200,000  to  get  our  preconstruction  and  engineering  design.  We 
have  got  that  all  done.  We  would  like  to  get  $2.5  million  to  finalize 
that  project.  That  should  take  care  of  the  whole  thing. 

The  appropriations  should  be  placed  in  the  Operational  and 
Maintenance  Fund  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  rehabilitate 
the  breakwall.  I  have  included  language  for  that  in  my  testimony. 

Secondly,  I  would  like  to  thank  this  committee.  For  the  last  2 
years  you  have  helped  us  with  the  preconstruction,  engineering  and 
design  for  a  new  Soo  Lock  at  the  Soo  Locks  up  in  Soo-St.  Marie. 
As  you  know,  60  to  70  percent  of  all  the  raw  materials  for  steel  go 
through  that  lock  system.  We  are  down  to  one  lock. 

In  1986,  Congress  authorized  a  new  large  replacement  lock  and 
we  have  begun  the  engineering  and  design.  We  have  a  little  bit 
more  work  to  go.  We  are  asking  for  $25,000  so  that  the  work  of  the 
Corps  in  that  preconstruction  and  engineering  and  design  can  con- 
tinue. 

Next  I  am  asking  the  subcommittee  to  fiilly  fund  an  item  called 
the  Surveillance  of  Northern  Boundaries.  Last  year,  we  cut  it  25 
percent  and  because  of  that  the  Corps  has  had  stop  funding  certain 
studies  and  depth  gauges  in  the  Great  Lakes.  And  I  would  appre- 
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ciate  if  that  surveillance  line  item  could  be  funded.  It  is  not  that 
much  money. 

Next  the  Grand  Marais  Harbor,  it  is  another  one  that  we  have 
a  problem  with  the  breakwall.  We  have  studied  this  one  to  death. 
Two  years  ago  the  Senate  put  in  100,000  for  the  study.  We  have 
done  the  studies.  We  need  approximately  $3.5  million.  Again,  I 
have  included  language  for  your  review. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  take  the  opportunity  just  to  mention 
Ontonagon  Harbor.  This  committee  has  always  helped  out 
Ontonagon.  We  had  an  erosion  problem.  Modifications  were  made 
to  the  harbor  by  the  Army  Corps. 

Unfortunately,  it  looks  like  the  problem  may  have  gotten  worse 
instead  of  better.  So  I  will  be  back  in  the  future  asking — once  we 
get  the  engineering  design  done,  to  try  to  correct  the  problem,  I 
will  be  back  in  the  future.  I  just  wanted  the  courtesy  to  alert  this 
committee  of  the  pending  problem  and  that  I  may  be  back  in  the 
future. 

With  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you. 

If  you  have  some  questions,  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  on  any  of 
those  projects. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Stupak  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  CONGRESSMAN  BART  STUPAK 

BEFORE  THE 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  SUBCOMMITTEE 

OF  THE 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

March  6.  1996 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  here  today  to  talk  to  you  about  some 
projects  in  my  district.  As  you  may  Imow,  my  district  has  more  coastline  than  any  other 
Congressional  district  cxoqM  Alaska. 

The  First  project,  I'm  asking  the  committee  to  continue  funding  for  the  Cedar  River 
project.  As  you  Imow  the  committee  appropriated  $200,000  last  year  in  construction  funds  for 
this  project  and  I  am  asking  the  committee  to  increase  that  appropriation  to  $2.5  million  dollars. 
The  appropriation  should  be  placed  in  the  direct  funds  to  the  operational  and  maintenance  budget 
of  the  Corps  to  rehabilitate  the  breakwaters.  I  have  also  included  some  proposed  language  for 
the  Subcommittee  to  review. 

Second,  I'd  like  to  thank  the  committee  for  providing  the  initial  funding  for  the  last  two 
years  to  begin  the  preconstruction  engineering  and  design  of  a  new  Soo  Lock  system. 

The  Soo  Locks  is  made  vp  of  four  locks  that  play  a  vital  role  in  the  movement  of  freight 
through  the  Upper  Great  Lakes  system.  In  1991,  88.3  million  tons  of  freight  moved  through 
the  Soo  Locks.  Since  the  mid-1800s,  the  total  tonnage  that  has  moved  through  the  Soo  Locks 
has  been  almost  eight  billion  tons.  29  lake  vessels  are  restricted  to  the  existing  large  lock  -  the 
Poe  -because  of  length  and/or  beam  dimensions.  These  vessels  comprise  two-thirds  of  U.S.  lake 
fleet  ciq)acity. 

In  1986,  Congress  authorized  the  construction  of  a  new,  large  replacement  lock  and,  as 
I  said,  last  year,  this  committee  aiqiroved  $200,000  to  begin  the  engineering  and  design.  The 
old  and  outmoded  Davis  and  Sabin  locks  are  in  jeopardy  of  structural  failure  and  cannot  be 
economically  repaired.  Furthermore,  if  the  Poe  Lock  is  suddenly  unusable  for  any  reason, 
there  are  no  reasonable  tran^raitation  alternatives.  The  new  lock  will  be  built  as  a  replacement 
lock. 


We  must  build  this  new  lock.  So  I'm  here  today  to  ask  the  committee  to  appropriate 
another  $250,000  so  the  woik  die  Corps  of  Engineers  can  complete  the  study  they  started  two 
years  ago. 

Next,  I  am  asking  the  Subcommittee  to  fiilly  fund  the  line  item  for  the  Surveillance  of 
Northern  Boundaries.  Last  year  the  Subcommittee  reduced  the  amount  by  25%  from  the 
President's  Budget.  Unfortunately,  the  Corps  has  to  stop  funding  certain  studies  and  reading 
depth  gauges  in  the  Great  Lakes.  I  would  ask  that  the  surveillance  line  item  be  fidly  funded  this 
year. 
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I  want  to  discuss  is  Grand  Marais  Harbor.  The  existence  of  the  Grand  Mantis  Harbor 
was  first  mentioned  in  1660  in  the  journals  of  two  French  travelers  and  it  first  appeared  on  a 
map  prepared  by  two  other  Frenchmen  in  Paris,  France  in  174S.  Since  the  construction  of  the 
original  breakwall  in  1894,  there  has  been  little  or  no  maintenance  to  the  harbor.  The  harbor 
is  filling  with  sand  at  a  rate  of  100,000  cubic  yards  each  year.  Without  a  breakwall,  the  harbor 
will  be  totally  destroyed.  In  1978  and  again  in  1992,  Congress  directed  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
to  review  the  situation  at  Grand  Marais. 

Two  years  ago,  the  Senate  energy  and  water  appropriations  bill  included  $100,000  to 
fund  an  ecoiK>mic  study  of  the  harbor.  We've  studied  this  problem  to  death.  What  we  need  is 
action.  Therefore,  I  am  asking  the  committee  to  include  language  in  the  bill  directing  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  construct  a  breakwall.  I  have  attached  proposed  language  to  my  statement  and 
ask  it  be  included  in  the  record. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  mention  a  project  that  will  need  funding 
in  the  FY  1998.  Due  to  high  waves  and  wind  conditions,  Ontonagon  Harbor  has  experienced 
over  $300,000  dollars  of  damage  due  to  erosion.  There  is  a  strong  possibility  that  this  erosion 
problem  was  caused  by  recent  modifications  the  Corps  of  Engineers  made  to  the  harbor. 
Currently,  the  Corps  is  studying  the  problem  and  hopes  to  have  the  answers  in  April.  I  plan  on 
making  a  request  in  next  year's  Energy  &  Water  Appropriations  to  implement  the  results  of  their 
study,  but  1  wanted  to  take  the  courtesy  to  alert  the  Committee  to  this  problem. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  today.  I  appreciate  any  help  that, 
you  and  the  Subcommittee  can  provide  for  these  necessary  projects. 
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SUGGESTED  LANGUAGE  TO  BE  INCLUDED  IN  THE  HSCAL  YEAR  1997  ENERGY 
AND  WATER  RESOURCES  APPROPRIATIONS  BILL 


...:Providing  further.  That  with  $2,500,000  of  funds  herein  appropriated,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  directed  to  repair  the  East  breakwater  of  the 
authorized  Cedar  River  Harbor,  Michigan  project,  at  full  Federal  expense. 


. . . :  Providing  further  That  with  $3,500,000  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  directed  to  replace  the  deteriorated  timber  pile 
breakwater  with  a  shorter  breakwater  as  recommended  by  the  1978  reconnaissance  report,  at  full 
Federal  expense,  at  the  authorized  Grand  Mantis,  Michigan  project; 
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Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

I  know  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Myers  and  the  Ranking  Member  Bevill, 
we  really  thank  you  for  being  here,  for  your  patience  in  waiting 
through  all  the  river  basins  there  prior  to  your  testimony. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Stupak.  No  problem. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  very  much  for  being  here. 

Mr.  Stupak.  Thank  you,  sir. 


Wednesday,  March  6,  1996. 
WYOMING  VALLEY  LEVEE  RAISING  PROJECT 

WITNESS 

HON.  PAUL  E.  KANJORSm,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Congressman  Kanjorski,  thank  you,  from 
the  great  State  of  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Kanjorski.  Thank  you,  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Probably  the  one  Member  of  Congress  who 
was  here  as  a  page,  along  with  Congressman  Emerson,  when  my 
father  was  a  Member  of  Congress.  So  it  is  an  honor  to  have  you 
before  me.  I  didn't  think  this  would  ever  occur. 

Mr.  Kanjorski.  I  had  the  honor  of  serving  with  your  father.  The 
fact  that  I  have  two  generations,  that  makes  me  an  old  man. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  No,  it  doesn't. 

Mr.  Kanjorski.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appear  today  in  support  of  the 
Wyoming  Valley  Levee  Raising  Project.  It  has  been  an  ongoing  pub- 
lic works  project  since  1972,  where  flood  Agnes  caused  a  little  over 
$2  billion  of  damage  in  the  Wyoming  Valley  of  Pennsylvania. 

And  over  the  last  24  years,  although  President  Nixon  had  prom- 
ised we  would  never  suffer  that  disaster  again  by  intending  to  raise 
the  levee  system  in  the  Wyoming  Valley  to  avert  a  catastrophe  that 
would  be  caused  by  the  level  of  flooding  in  flood  Agnes,  nothing  has 
been  done  except  that  we  authorized  the  construction  of  the  levee 
by  the  Congress  in  1986,  have  been  designing  one,  and  finally  in 
the  last  3  weeks  the  local  sponsoring  authority,  the  county  commis- 
sioners and  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  agreed  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  Federal  Government  to  begin  construc- 
tion. 

They  did  that  about  2  weeks  after  the  most  recent  floods  in 
Pennsylvania,  and  the  Wyoming  Valley  was  spared  about  $6  billion 
worth  of  damage  by  inches. 

And  it  is  now  24  years  since  the  original  flood.  It  is  now  at  the 
point  where  the  authorization  is  in  place.  First  year  construction 
was  appropriated  last  year.  There  will  be  a  request  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  for  appropriations  this  year  to  move  this  project  along. 
So  within  4  or  5  years,  the  levee  system  can  be  constructed  and 
any  future  flooding  that  occurred  at  the  level  this  year,  or  Agnes, 
will  not  cause  the  tremendous  property  damage  and  loss  of  life  that 
we  experienced  in  1972. 

So  I  am  here  today  to  urge  the  committee  to  be  as  supportive  as 
they  have  in  the  past  and  to  see  this  project  through  so  that  we 
honor  the  commitment  of  President  Nixon  in  1972  and  every  Presi- 
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dent  since  that  day.  But  after  a  quarter  of  a  century,  it  is  time  that 
the  United  States  performs  to  prevent  the  disaster. 

It  is  something  that — ^and  I — ^this  last  flood  required  the  evacu- 
ation of  more  than  100,000  people  in  the  middle  of  the  night.  And 
how  long  we  can  last  as  an  entity  and  maintain  our  economic  base 
with  that  type  of  potential  catastrophe  facing  us  is  really  indeter- 
minate at  this  point,  but  I  think  not  on  the  positive  side. 

So  I  would  urge  the  conmiittee  in  the  strongest  terms  to  support 
the  request  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  the  second  year  appropria- 
tion of  this  project. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Kanjorski  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  (HT  CONGRESSMAN  PAUL  E.  KANJOi 
BEFORE  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  APPROPRIATIONS         .■■ 
CONCERNING  THE  WYOMING  VALLEY  LEVEE  RAISING  PROJECT  :_ 

^        ^/  ;  —      -^7-       MARCH 6, 1996  >^ 

Mr.  Chainnan,  I  am  pleased  to  have  the  oppoitunity  to  speak  to  your  subcommittee  today  about  the  ^  / 
Wyoming  Valley  Levee  Raising  Project  I  am  very  s^jpreciadve  of  your  past  siq)port  for  this  project  which ' 
will  protect  the  citizens  of  the  Wyoming  Valley  in  Northeastern  Pennsylvania  from  the  recurrence  of  a  flood 
the  magnitude  of  which  was  caused  by  Huuicane  Agnes  in  1972.  In  order  to  keep  the  ongoing  construction 
of  the  Levee  Raising  Project  on  schedule,  I  ask  Aat  you  include  in  flie  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Appropriations  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1997  the  fiill  amount  allocated  for  the  project  in  the  President's  Civil 
Worics  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1 997. 

On  January  20, 19%  the  Susquehanna  River  rose  fiir  over  its  natural  banks  and  peaked  at  nearly 
thirteen  feet  above  flood  stage.  The  night  before  flie  river  crested,  emergency  management  oflBcials,  fearing 
that  the  rapidly  rising  flood  waters  would  Xap  the  levees,  ordered  die  mandatory  evacuation  of  £q>proximately 
100,000  people  living  in  tilie  City  of  Wilkes-Barre  and  neighboring  communities  in  the  Wyoming  Valley. 
Once  again,  the  nerves  of  tiie  citizens  of  the  Wyoming  Valley  were  tested  as  people  wondered  if  this  would 
be  the  year  that  the  Agnes  disaster  of  1972  was  repeated. 

Fortunately,  the  flood  waters  stojqied  just  two  feet  from  the  top  of  the  existing  federal  levee  system  in 
Wilkes-Barre  and  the  levees  held  firm  until  the  water  receded  to  its  normal  level.  While  a  major  disaster  was 
averted,  many  low-lying  communities  were  severely  flooded  as  thousands  of  homeowners  experienced 
basement  and  first  floor  flooding.  As  a  result.  President  Bill  Clinton  declared  all  of  the  counties  in 
Northeastern  and  Central  Pennsylvania  as  major  disaster  areas. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  must  make  good  on  the  federal  government's  long-standing  promise  to  provide  the 
citizens  and  communities  of  the  Wyoming  Valley  with  the  flood  control  protection  necessary  to  prevent  a 
recurrence  of  an  Agnes-level  flood.  Members  of  your  subcommittee  may  recall  that  the  Agnes  flood  caused 
approximately  SI  billion  in  damages  (about  $2  billion  in  present  dollars)  as  more  than  25,000  homes  and 
nearly  3,000  business  were  badly  damaged  or  ruined,  hundreds  of  businesses  and  five  major  bridges  were 
destroyed,  and  about  60,000  people  were  temporarily,  and  for  some  permanently,  left  without  employment 
All  this  could  happen  again  until  the  Levee  Raising  Project  is  completed. 

Last  year,  your  subcommittee  provided  $4.3  million  to  enable  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
begin  the  construction  of  the  Levee  Raising  Project  I  am  pleased  to  report  that  after  more  than  23  years  of 
pre-construction,  engineering,  and  design  work,  the  Army  Corps  is  on  schedule  to  break  ground  on  the  Levee 
Raising  Project  later  this  year.  In  order  to  keep  &e  ongoing  construction  work  on  schedule,  I  ask  that  your 
subcommittee  allocate  the  level  of  frmding  included  in  the  President's  Civil  Works  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year 
1997.  While  the  President's  Civil  Works  Budget  has  not  yet  been  ofBcially  released,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  Army  Corps  has  the  capability  to  perfrnm  approximately  SIS  million  in  construction  work  during 
Fiscal  Year  1997. 

Once  again,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  and  other  members  of  your  subcommittee  for  supporting  the 
Levee  Raising  Project  vtdiich  is  vitally  important  to  hundreds  of  Aousands  of  citizens  in  my  congressional 
district  With  your  help,  the  Levee  Raising  Project  will  be  completed  as  scheduled  within  the  next  four  years 
and  the  communities  of  Wyoming  Valley  will  finever  be  protected  from  a  recurrence  of  an  Agnes-level 
flood. 


2420 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

We  will  do  our  level  best  to  work  with  you. 

I  really  appreciate  it.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Kanjorski.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  I  would  like  to  clarify  for  the  record  that 
without  objection,  testimony  and  supplementary  information  will 
be  received  and  reviewed  by  the  committee,  although  it  will  not  be 
possible  to  keep  the  formal  hearing  record  open  beyond  today. 

We  stand  adjourned. 

Thank  you  very  much,  everybody. 

[The  following  statements  were  submitted  for  inclusion  in  the 
record:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  THE 

ASSINIBOINE  AND  SIOUX  TRIBES  OF  THE 

FORT  PECK  RESERVATION,  MONTANA 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 

MARCH  6, 1996 


A.  THE  FORT  PECK  RURAL,  MUNICIPAL  AND  INDUSTRIAL  WATER 

SUPPLY  PROJECT 


The  Assiniboine  and  Sioux  Tribes  seek  the  Committee's  support  to  ensure  that  a  safe  and 
reliable  Municipal,  Rural  and  Industrial  water  supply  will  be  available  throughout  our  Reservation  and 
our  Region.  The  Fort  Peck  Sioux  and  Assiniboine  Tribes  respectfully  request  fiinds  to  continue  planning 
of  the  Fort  Peck  Sioux  and  Assiniboine  Municipal,  Rural  and  Industrial  Water  (FPSAMRI)  Project  in 
the  amount  of  $210,000  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  General  Investigations  budget 

The  Tribes  would  like  to  tfaank  the  Committee  for  its  past  support  of  this  Project.  The  fiinds 
previously  appropriated  fiinded  the  Needs  Assessment  and  the  Feasibility  Study  for  this  Project.  Both  of 
these  reports  were  important  steps  in  the  process  of  realizing  this  Project 

The  funds  requested  for  FY  1997  will  be  used  to  conduct  the  final  planning  studies  of  the  Project 
within  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation  and  to  incorptorate  planning  studies  for  the  off  Reservation 
communities  into  a  Final  Engineering  Report.  The  Fort  Peck  Tribes  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  inquire  of 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  respecting  the  capability  of  the  Tribes  to  effectively  utilize  the  FY  1997 
funds. 


NEEDS  ASSESSMENT 


As  the  Committee  knows,  the  Needs  Assessment  completed  by  the  Tribes  and  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  found  significant  problems  with  the  existing  water  sources  on  the  Fort  Peck  Reservation. 

Specifically,  the  Needs  Assessment  documented  the  deficiencies,  both  in  quantity  and  quality,  of 
the  water  supply  for  Indian  and  non-Indian  residents  on  the  Reservation  in  northeastern  Montana.  This 
Needs  Assessment  also  examined  the  current  and  expected  future  water  needs  of  the  Reservation.  The 
study  confirmed  the  need  for  an  MR&I  project  for  the  Fort  Peck  Reservation. 

As  the  Needs  Assessment  documented,  we  are  plagued  by  major  drinking  water  problems  on  the 
Reservation  -  including  both  an  inadequate  supply  and  unacceptable  quality  of  our  water.  Our  existing 
water  sources  are  of  extremely  poor  quality.  Sulfate  levels  in  Fort  Kipp  exceed  the  standard  by  four 
times.  The  iron  levels  in  Poplar,  Brockton,  Frazer  and  Fort  Kipp  are  one  and  half  to  five  times  the 
standard.  The  sodium  levels  are  four  to  twenty  times  greater  than  the  Missouri  River,  the  source  of  the 
proposed  water  system.    TTiis  has  significant  impacts  our  residents  with  high  blood  pressure.  The 
Groundwater  often  exceeds  the  standards  for  total  dissolved  solids,  iron,  sulfates,  nitrates,  and  in  some 
cases  for  selenium,  manganese,  and  fluorine.  Bacterial  contamination  of  municipal  water  distribution 
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systems  has  also  been  a  recurring  problem.  Moreover,  one  of  our  aquifers  has  been  destroyed  by  brine 
injections,  due  to  oil  production  on  the  Reservation. 

Several  of  our  local  water  systems  have  had  recent  occurrences  of  biological  contamination.  As 
a  result,  the  Indian  Health  Service  and  the  Tribal  Health  Office  have  issued  several  public  health  alerts 
encouraging  users  to  boil  the  water  before  drinking  it.  In  several  of  the  Reservation  Communities,  the 
residents  buy  bottled  water  at  a  cost  of  at  least  $75  a  month.  Those  who  cannot  afford  to  buy  bottled 
water  must  continue  to  use  the  existing  water  source.    In  short,  the  Needs  Assessment  confirmed  that  a 
new  water  system  from  the  Missouri  River,  a  safe  and  plentifijl  water  source  at  our  southern  boundary,  is 
needed  to  protect  the  health  of  our  people. 

The  quality  of  our  water  is  comparably  poorer  than  that  of  the  other  Projects  that  the 
Subcommittee  is  now  assisting.  Table  1  compares  water  quality  of  communities  within  the  proposed  Fort 
Peck  Project  Area  with  water  quality  of  communities  in  other  Projects  authorized  or  pending  before 
Congress.  As  Table  1  discloses,  the  general  chemical  quality  of  the  water  as  measured  by  total  dissolved 
solids  and  sulfates  is  comparable  in  the  Fort  Peck  area  with  other  on-going  or  pending  projects. 


FEASIBILITY  STUDY 


Once  the  Needs  Assessment  was  completed,  the  Tribes  requested  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to 
undertake  a  Feasibility  Study  of  constructing  a  Reservation  wide  MR&I  project.    This  study  showed  that 
a  regional  MR&I  water  supply  system  using  Missouri  River  water  as  the  supply  source  is  a  feasible 
alternative  for  addressing  the  water  quality  problems  that  currently  exist.  Such  a  project  would  bring 
safe  and  reliable  water  to  rural  residents  of  our  Reserv'ation  not  currently  served  by  a  public  water 
system. 

The  Tribes  plan  to  meet  their  MR&I  needs  with  a  Reservation-wide  piped  distribution  system  to 
supplement  or  replace  existing  water  sources.  This  type  of  system  has  been  successfully  used  in  South 
Dakota  (the  WEB  project)  and  brings  economies  of  scale  to  reduce  project  construction  and  operation 
and  maintenance  costs.     Our  design  population  of  19,902  persons  (13,900  within  the  reservation)  can  be 
served  with  relatively  short  pipeline  distances  extending  75  miles  from  the  treatment  plant  at  the  most 
distant  locations.  Most  of  the  demand  lies  within  a  30  mile  distance  from  the  treatment  plant.  (See 
figure). 

3.  OFF-RESERVATION  COMMUNITIES  AND  RURAL  WATER 

USERS 


Because  all  residents  of  this  area  have  extremely  poor  water  quality,  several  off-Reservation 
communities  have  significant  interest  in  this  Project.  Communities  around  the  eastern,  western  and 
northern  boundaries  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation  rely  primarily  on  groundwater,  which  is  poor 
and  comparable  to  groundwater  supplies  on  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation.    The  best  way  to  address 
the  concerns  of  our  off-Reservation  neighbors  is  to  include  their  communities  in  our  Project.    Including 
these  communities  as  initial  participants  in  this  Project,  would  realize  savings  for  them,  the  State  of 
Montana,  and  the  Federal  Government.    The  requested  funds  will  assist  us  in  developing  a  cost  effective 
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project  with  a  cost  sharing  foimula  for  off-reservation  facilities  that  is  acceptable  to  local  communities 
and  Congress.    We  hope  that  ultimately  this  Project  will  not  only  improve  the  health  and  the  economy  of 
the  entire  region,  but  also  strengthen  our  relationship  with  our  neighboring  communities. 


DEVELOPING  A ITNAL  COST  REPORT 


The  Tribes'  initial  cost  repoit  concludes  that  the  total  Project  cost  to  serve  the  entire  Reservation 
and  sized  to  carry  off-reservation  water  demands  is  $101  million.  This  amount  includes  the  cost  ($15 
million)  of  facilities  to  cany  water  to  meet  off-reservation  municipal,  rural  and  industrial  demands. 
Assuming  a  cost  share  of  75%  federal  and  25%  local  under  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  the  local  cost 
share  would  be  less  than  $4  million. 

The  cost  of  annual  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  fjicilities  of  the  Fort  Peck  Tribes  to  deliver 
water  to  off-reservation  communities  is  estimated  at  $1.12  per  thousand  gallons.  Off-reservation  users 
will  have  additional  costs  per  thousand  gallons  to  reflect  the  cost  of  operating  and  maintaining  off- 
reservation  transmission  and  distribution  facilities.  Those  costs  are  not  yet  determined.  The  $210,000 
requested  by  the  Tribes  will  enable  the  Tribes  to  finalize  this  cost  analysis.  When  the  total  is  determined, 
we  are  confident  that  it  will  compare  £ivorably  with  Mni  Wiconi  costs  of  $1.46  per  thousand  gallons. 


CONCLUSION 


We  are  now  working  with  the  Montana  delegation  to  introduce  legislation  to  authorize  the 
construction  of  this  Project.  The  assistance  of  the  Subcommittee  with  FY  1997  appropriations  in  the 
amount  of  $2 1 0,000  will  go  far  in  assisting  the  tribes  in  this  worthwhile  project.  Not  only  will  the 
drinking  water  supplies  of  the  region  be  markedly  improved,  the  tribal  membership  will  benefit  from  the 
employment  and  earnings  during  construction,  and  we  can  work  side-by-side  with  our  northeast  Montana 
neighbors  to  develop  a  quality  project  for  the  improvement  of  the  health  and  economy  of  all. 
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Table  I 

WATER  QUALITY  INDICATORS  OF  COMPARABLE  PROJECTS 

SULFATES  AND  TOTAL  DISSOLVED  SOLIDS  MARKED  FROM  POOREST  TO  BEST 


Project 

Community 

Sulfate 
Img/I 

Project 

Community 

Total 
Dissolved 
Solids 
(mg/1) 

Lewis  and  Clark 

Upper  Limit 

1,500 

Fort  Peck 

Fort  Kipp 

2,731 

Mni  Wiconi 

Rolishoo 

1,139 

Lewis  and  Clark 

Upper  Limit 

2,603 

Fort  Peck 

Fort  Kipp 

1,120 

Mni  Wiconi 

Red  Shirt 

2,331 

Mni  Wiconi 

Red  Shirt 

1,080 

Mni  Wiconi 

Reliance 

2,051 

Mni  Wiconi 

Murdo 

1,042 

Mni  Wiconi 

Murdo 

1,701 

Mni  Wiconi 

Kannebac 

954 

Mni  Wiconi 

Kannebec 

1,763 

Mni  Wiconi 

Prasho 

644 

Mni  Wiconi 

Prasho 

1,393 

Lewis  and  Clark 

Lower  Limit 

538 

Fort  Peck 

Poplar 

1,389 

Fort  Peck 

Frazer 

498 

Fort  Peck 

Frazer 

1,103 

Mni  Wiconi 

Horse  Creek 

410 

Lewis  and  Clark 

Lower  Limit 

1,178 

Mni  Wiconi 

Wakpanni  Lake 

398 

Mni  Wiconi 

Wakpanni  Lake 

1,125 

Fort  Peck 

Brockton 

212 

Mni  Wiconi 

Horse  Creek 

883 

Fort  Peck 

Poplar 

103 

Fort  Peck 

Brockton 

741 

Mni  Wiconi 

Pine  Ridge 
Village 

70 

Mni  Wiconi 

Pine  Ridge 
Village 

436 
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c  Central  Arizona  Project 

p  MEMO 


TO  I       Assistant  Secrstary  oC  ths  interior 
for  Water  And  Science 

FROM:     Central  Arizona  water  Conservation  District 

DATE:     January  24,  1996 

RE:       NEPA  Review  of  Central  Arizona  Project  Assignments 

This  nemorandun  addresses  whether  the  Bureau  of  Reclanatlon 
nay  require  Central  Arizona  Project  ("CAP")  subcontractors  to 
prepare  environmental  assessments  before  Reclamation  approves  the 
transfer  of  CAP  entitlements  between  subcontractors.  In  light  of 
the  law  and  facts  discussed  below,  the  preparation  of  environmental 
assessments  in  this  context  is  both  unnecessary  and  inappropriate. 


Th«  Proposed  Transfers 

Central  Arizona  Project  subcontractors  located  outside  the 
Central  Arizona  water  Conservation  District's  ("CAWCD")  three- 
county  service  area  can  only  receive  the  benefits  of  their 
subcontracts  by  entering  into  an  exchange  agreement  with  another 
entity.  Direct  water-for-water  exchanges  with  downstream  users 
have  proven  impossible  due  to  a  variety  of  reasons.  As  a  result, 
six  of  these  "exchange  subcontractors" --Prescott,  Nogales, 
Cottonwood  Water  Works,  camp  Verde  Water  System,  Rio  Rico 
Utilities,  and  Mayer  Domestic  Water  Improvement  District — have 
reached  agreement  with  the  City  of  Scottsdale  to  assign  their  CAP 
subcontracts  to  Scottsdale  in  exchange  for  funds  that  would  be  used 
to  develop  alternative  water  supplies.  Scottsdale  has  also  agreed 
to  acquire  the  CAP  contract  of  the  Yavapai-Prescott  Indian  Tribe. 

The  exchanges  are  structured  much  like  a  transaction  completed 
in  1994  whereby  the  Town  of  Payson  assigned  its  CAP  subcontract  to 
Scottsdale  in  exchange  for  funds  that  are  to  be  used  exclusively 
for  development  of  an  alternative  water  supply  for  Payson.  In  the 
case  of  Camp  Verde,  Cottonwood  and  Mayer,  the  monies  realized  by 
the  exchange  subcontractor  will  be  deposited  into  a  trust  account 
and  nay  be  used  only  to  plan,  design,  construct,  acquire  and/or 
develop  an  alternative  water  supply.  The  Arizona  Department  of 
Water  Resources  ("ADWR")  will  monitor  and  control  expenditures  from 
the  trust  fund  and  the  development  of  alternative  water  supplies. 
The  United  States  has  no  control  over  the  development  of 
alternative  water  supplies  or  expenditures  from  the  trust  funds. 
Any  trust  funds  not  used  or  committed  within  twenty-five  years  or 
in  excess  of  those  needed  for  an  alternative  water  supply  will  be 
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remitted  to  CAWCO  for  application  against  its  repayment  obligation 
to  the  United  States. 

The  Nogales  and  Rio  Rico  exchanges  differ  only  with  respect  to 
the  disposition  of  the  proceeds.  Kogales  will  use  its  share  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  exchange  innediately  to  repay  bonds  that  were 
previously  issued  to  acquire  the  Guevavi  Ranch  property  and 
appurtenant  surface  water  rights  in  the  Santa  Cruz  River.  The 
Guevavi  Ranch  farm  land  has  already  been  retired  and  an  application 
has  been  filed  with  ADWR  to  transfer  the  water  rights.  Nogales 
currently  leases  the  property  and  water  rights  pursuant  to  an 
agreement  with  the  development  authority  that  issued  the  bonds  used 
to  acquire  the  Guevavi  Ranch.  The  only  change  that  will  take  place 
as  a  result  of  the  exchange  agreement  with  Scottsdale  is  that  title 
to  the  Guevavi  Ranch  will  vest  in  the  City  of  Nogales. 

Rio  Rico,  acting  through  a  qualified  intermediary,  will  use 
the  proceeds  of  the  exchange  to  acquire  like-kind  property,  such  as 
groundwater  and  senior  surface  water  rights  appurtenant  to 
agricultural  lands  within  the  Santa  Cruz  Active  Management  Area. 
The  property  to  be  acquired  has  been  identified  by  Rio  Rico  and 
approved  by  ADWR.  Any  funds  not  used  to  acquire  like-kind  property 
will  be  returned  to  CAWCO  for  application  against  its  repayment 
obligation.  Again,  the  United  States  has  no  control  over  how  the 
proceeds  of  the  exchange  are  used. 

The  Prescott  and  Yavapai-Prescott  Indian  Tribe  exchanges  are 
designed  to  comply  with  the  yavapai-Prescott  Indian  Tribe  Water 
Rights  Settlement  Act  of  1994  (the  "Yavapai-Prescott  Act").  The 
funds  accruing  to  Prescott  and  the  Tribe  will  be  deposited  into  the 
Verde  River  Basin  Water  Fund  established  by  the  United  states 
pursuant  to  section  106  of  the  Yavapai-Prescott  Act.  Under  the 
provisions  of  the  Act,  these  funds  would  then  be  transferred  from 
the  Verde  River  Basin  Water  Fund  to  separate  trust  accounts 
maintained  by  Prescott  and  the  Tribe  and  administered  in  accordance 
with  separate  contracts  with  the  United  states.  Expenditures  from 
the  trust  funds  would  be  audited  by  the  United  States  and  Prescott 
or  the  Tribe  could  be  required  to  repay,  with  interest,  any  trust 
funds  used  for  unauthorized  purposes. 

CAWCO  provided  Reclamation  with  drafts  of  the  proposed 
exchange  agreements  for  Camp  Verde,  Cottonwood,  Nogales  and 
Prescott  in  October  1994.  At  the  same  time,  CAWCD  informed 
Reclamation. that  Rio  Rico  planned  to  complete  a  similar  exchange. 
Because  of  the  deadlines  established  in  the  Yavapai-Prescott  Act, 
the  target  date  for  completing  the  exchanges  was  December  1995.  In 
November  1995,  however.  Reclamation  announced  that,  as  a 
prerequisite  to  federal  approval  of  the  transactions,  it  would 
require  scottsdale  and  five  of  the  exchange  subcontractors  to 
complete  (and  pay  for)  environmental  assessments  ("EA")  to 
facilitate  Reclamation's  review  of  the  exchanges  pursuant  to  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  ("NEPA").   This  EA  process  is 
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•xp*ctad  to  taka  six  months  or  aor*  to  conplct*.  Zntarastin^ly, 
Reolanation  has  concluded  that  no  EA  Is  n««d«d  for  ths  Prsscott  and 
Yavapai-Prsscott  Indian  Trlba  axchangas.  Exanptlng  Prescott  and 
tha  Yavapal-Prescott  Indian  Trlbs  from  ths  EA  procsss  ralsss 
ssrlous  doubts  about  whether  an  EA  relating  to  the  other  Verde 
River  exchange  entitles  would  have  any  meaning  or  utility. 

The  Bureau  of  SeelaBatiea  Bas  Already  Complied  with  MBVA 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  completed  a  programmatic 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  ("SIS")  on  the  overall  CAP  in  1972. 
Since  then,  the  Bureau  has  issued  numerous  site-specific 
environmental  Impact  statements  on  various  CAP  features,  including 
the  Navajo  Project;  the  Havasu  Intake  Channel,  Havasu  Pumping 
Plant,  and  Buckskin  Mountains  Tunnel;  the  Granite  Reef  Aqueduct; 
the  Granite  Reef  Aqueduct  Transmission  System;  the  Salt-Glla 
Aqueduct;  the  Tucson  Aqueduct;  and  the  Regulatory  Storage  Division 
of  the  CAP.  Another  site-specific  EIS,  completed  in  1982, 
considered  the  environmental  Impacts  from  CAP  water  allocations  and 
water  service  contracting. 

The  1982  BIS  on  water  allocations  and  water  service 
contracting  evaluated  the  environmental  impacts  caused  by  land  use 
changes  resulting  from  CAP  water  availability  or  nonavailability 
and  the  impacts  due  to  construction  of  CAP  distribution  systems. 
In  particular,  the  EIS  examined  the  site-specific  impacts  of 
allocating  varying  amounts  of  CAP  water  to  Camp  Verde,  Cottonwood, 
Mayer,  Nogales,  Rio  Rico,  and  Scottsdale.  For  Camp  Verde, 
Cottonwood,  Mayer  and  Nogales,  the  EIS  concluded  that  whether  or 
not  CAP  water  was  made  available  to  those  communities  would  have  na 
affect  on  their  anticipated  population  growth.  Allocating  CAP 
water  to  those  communities  and  Rio  Rico  also  was  expected  to  have 
little  or  no  adverse  impacts  on  biological  and  cultural  resources. 

The  1982  EIS  also  considered  the  environmental  impacts  of 
Scottsdale  receiving  varying  amounts  of  CAP  water.  Again,  the 
Bureau  concluded  that  the  amount  of  water  allocated  to  Scottsdale 
would  have  no  effect  on  the  city's  population  growth.  The  EIS  also 
found  no  difference  in  impacts  to  biological  or  cultural  resources 
among  any  of  the  allocation  alternatives,  noting  that  biological 
impacts  would  range  from  the  moderate  disruption  of  biotic 
communities  to  the  total  destruction  of  desert  habitats. 

In  general,  the  1982  EIS  projected  that  delivery  of  CAP  water 
to  central  Arizona  under  any  of  the  alternative  allocation  schemes 
would  result  in;  (1)  a  four  percent  increase  in  overall  population 
growth;  (2)  the  loss  of  about  35,000  acres  of  irrigated  farmland  to 
urban  development;  and  (3)  the  urbanization  of  about  165,000  acres 
of  undeveloped  desert  land.  These  (and  other)  environmental 
impacts  Identified  in  the  BIS  were  deemed  acceptable  to  the 
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Sccratary,  who  issuad  his  daclslon  allocating  CAP  watar  to  aach  of 
tha  axchange  antitlaa  and  Scottsdala  on  March  24,  1983. 

Tha  proposad  CAP  axcbangaa  will  not  incraase  tha  amount  of  CAP 
vatar  allocated  to  municipal  and  industrial  ("Md")  users  or  to 
central  Arizona  generally.  Thus,  the  exchanges  cannot  reasonably 
be  expected  to  result  in  any  impacts  to  the  environment  that  were 
not  already  considered  in  the  1982  EZS. 

■CVA  Dees  Vet  Apply  to  tbe  Actions  of  the  Ixchaage  Subeeatraetera 

NEPA  applies  only  to  major  federal  actions  that  significantly 
affect  the  quality  of  tha  human  environment.  42  U.S.C.  i  4332.  In 
determining  whether  an  action  is  "federal"  for  purposes  of  NEPA, 
courts  look  at  whether  the  action  is  federally  funded  and  the 
extent  of  federal  involvement  and  control.  Sierra  club  v.  Penfold. 
857  F.2d  1307,  1314  (9th  Cir.  1988).  "Where  federal  funding  is  not 
present,  [courts  have]  generally  been  unwilling  to  impose  the  NEPA 
requirement."  state  of  Alaslca  v.  Defenders  of  wildlifg.  591  F.2d 
537,  541  (9th  Cir.  1979)  (NEPA  did  not  apply  where  no  federal  funds 
were  to  be  spent  and  no  federal  agents  were  employed  in  carrying 
out  the  action);  ji^  Enoa  v.  Marsh.  769  F.2d  1363,  1371'72  (9th 
Cir.  1985)  (KEPA  did  not  apply  to  shoreside  facilities  planned  by 
state  as  part  of  federal  harbor  construction  project  where  federal 
government  exercised  no  control  over  the  planning  and  development 
of  the  shoreside  facilities  and  the  facilities  were  entirely  state- 
funded)  ;  Central  Arizona  Irrigation  t  Drainage  District  r"CAIDD"1 
V.  Luian.  764  P.  Supp.  582,  597  (D.  Ariz.  1991)  (same). 

Each  of  the  exchange  subcontractors  has  developed  or  will 
develop  plans  for  an  alternative  water  supply  to  replace  the  CAP 
allocations  being  transferred  to  Scottsdale.  Those  plans  will  be 
made  and  implemented  entirely  by  local  entities.  The  federal 
government  has  no  control  over  the  planning,  development  or 
supervision  of  the  alternative  water  supplies.  The  alternative 
water  supplies  will  be  financed  entirely  with  money  received  from 
Scottsdale  as  a  result  of  tha  exchange  or  provided  by  the  exchange 
entity  itself — no  federal  funds  are  involved.  Indeed,  the  exchange 
agreements  expressly  provide  that  the  expenditure  of  funds  in 
developing  alternative  water  supplies  "shall  not  constitute  an 
expenditure  of  federal  funds,  exercise  of  federal  authority,  or 
other  form  of  federal  action  affecting  the  environment."  Under 
these  circumstances,  development  of  the  alternative  water  supplies 
cannot  be  deemed  a  "federal"  action  subject  to  review  under  NEPA. 

Nor  can  Reclamation's  "approval"  of  the  exchanges  transform 
locally  funded  and  controlled  activities  into  "federal"  actions  for 
purposes  of  NEPA.  Stt  New  Jersey  Deo't  of  Envtl.  Protection  t 
^narov  v.  Long  Island  Power  Auth. .  30  P. 3d  403,  417  (3d  Cir.  1994) 
(holding  that  the  Coast  Guard  did  not  violate  NEPA  by  not 
performing  an  environmental  assessment  on  its  approval  of  a  private 
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party's  planned  bar?*  ahipnanta:  "Fadaral  approval  of  a  privata 
party's  project,  vhar*  that  approval  is  not  required  for  the 
project  to  90  forward,  does  not  constitute  a  najor  federal 
action")}  >ri«nd«  of  tha  Earth.  Inc.  v.  Colftman.  518  r.2d  323,  32« 
(9th  Cir.  1975)  (FAA  approval  of  airport  layout  plan  did  not 
trigger  MEPA  requirement  as  to  state-funded  construction  of 
terminal  and  parking  garage  described  in  plan) .  Although  the 
United  States  must  approve  the  exchanges,  the  exchange 
subcontractors  do  not  need  U.S.  approval  to  develop  alternative 
water  supplies.  Because  those  projects  can  go  forward  without 
federal  approval,  will  not  use  any  federal  funds  and  will  not  be 
sxibject  to  any  form  of  federal  control,  they  are  not  major  federal 
actions  subject  to  NEPA. 

This  conclusion  is  well  supported  by  the  ease  law  that  has 
interpreted  the  scope  of  NEPA  in  the  context  of  the  CAP.  Zn  AnimajL 
D>f«n«a  Counen  v.  Had«l .  840  F.2d  1432  (9th  Cir.  1988),  the  court 
held  that  Reclamation  was  not  required  to  conduct  a  NEPA  analysis 
on  the  effects  of  groundwater  recharge  of  CAP  water  because 
•'recharge  is  not  part  of  the  federal  project."  The  court  reasoned 
that  the  decision  to  recharge  CAP  water  was  inherently  a  local  one 
to  be  made  by  the  CAP  water  user,  and  that  Reclamation  had  no 
control  over  such  activities.  Similarly,  the  alternative  water 
supply  programs  planned  and  developed  by  the  exchange  entities  are 
not  part  of  the  federal  CAP  and  are  no  responsibility  of 
Reclamation. 

Recharge  of  CAP  water  also  was  the  focus  of  CAIDD  v.  Luian. 
764  F.  Supp.  at  596-97.  There  the  court  held  that  Reclamation  did 
not  need  to  prepare  an  EA  before  agreeing  to  add  a  provision  to  its 
Amended  Master  Repayment  Contract  with  CAWCD  that  allowed  M6Z  users 
to  recharge  a  portion  of  their  CAP  entitlements  consistent  with 
Arizona  law.  Although  the  federal  action  in  adding  the  recharge 
provision  allowed  CAP  users  to  proceed  with  recharge  projects,  the 
court  held  that  such  recharge  projects  were  not  subject  to  NEPA 
review  because  they  would  be  performed  without  federal  funds  or 
federal  supervision. 

"In  determining  'major  federal  action, '  the  Court  will 
loo)e  at  'the  nature  of  the  federal  funds  used  and  ths 
extent  of  federal  involvement.'  Zn  the  present  case,  the 
United  States  does  not  involve  itself  with  the  recharge 
project— it  provides  no  funding  for  recharge  and  it 
provides  no  federal  supervision  of  the  recharge 
projects.  .  .  .  'Where  federal  funding  is  not  present,  we 
have  generally  been  unwilling  to  impose  the  NEPA 
requirement  of  filing  an  EIS.'  Zn  the  present  case,  no 
federal  funds  are  used  to  develop  the  recharge  programs 
or  to  actually  recharge  water.  It  is  true  that  the  water 
that  will  be  recharged  is  coming  from  a  federally-funded 
project,  the  CAP,  but  the  relationship  between  the  CAP 
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itself   and   th«   rccharg*   projects   is   msrsly   a 
'conplsnsntary'  but  'distinct'  function. 

Purthsmors,  th«  fadaral  govsrnnent  is  not  involvsd 
in  supervising  the  recharge  projects.  As  previously 
stated,  the  Master  Contract  states  that  the  federal 
governnent  assunes  no  responsibility  for  the  use  of  the 
CAP  water  once  it  is  diverted  from  the  CAP  systea. 
Hence,  because  there  is  no  federal  funding  nor 
supervision  of  the  recharge  project,  groundwater  recharge 
is  not  'aajor  federal  action.'  Hence,  NEPA  does  not 
require  an  environnental  impact  statement  nor 
environmental  assessment." 

764  r.  Supp.  at  S97  (citations  omitted) . 

The  alternative  water  supply  projects  at  issue  here,  like  the 
recharge  projects  discussed  In  caidd  v.  mi an.  do  not  involve  any 
federal  funding  or  supervision.  Although  funding  for  the 
alternative  water  supply  projects  will  be  obtained  through  the  CAP 
subcontract  assignments,  the  relationship  between  the  alternative 
water  supply  projects  and  the  CAP  is  merely  complementary.  The 
alternative  water  supply  projects  are  distinct  actions  that  do  not 
require  federal  approval  in  and  of  themselves.  Thus,  NEPA  does  not 
apply  to  the  exchange  subcontractors'  development  of  alternative 
water  supplies. 

Ironically,  Reclamation  has  concluded  that  it  need  not  prepare 
an  environmental  assessment  for  the  Prescott  and  Yavapai-Prescott 
Indian  Tribe  exchanges,  even  though  those  are  the  only  exchanges  in 
which  the  federal  government  retains  any  control  over  the  funding 
and  development  of  an  alternative  water  supply.  clearly,  if  no 
environmental  assessment  is  necessary  for  Prescott  or  the  Tribe, 
then  none  should  be  required  for  the  other  exchange  entities. 

No  further  MBPA  Analysis  is  Required  for  Scottsdale 

As  shown  above,  the  environmental  impacts  of  providing  CAP 
water  to  Scottsdale  were  reviewed  in  the  EIS  Reclamation  prepared 
in  1982.  Following  the  EIS,  Reclamation  reviewed  Scottsdale 's 
specific  plans  for  taking  and  using  CAP  water  and  determined  that 
"no  additional  environmental  analysis  [was]  necessary."  Thus, 
Reclamation  informed  Scottsdale  that  the  "(NEPA]  compliance  process 
is  complete  for  your  CAP  subcontract."  [Letter  from  N.H.  Plummer, 
Regional  Director,  to  Herb  Drinkwater,  Mayor,  dated  October  29, 
1984] 

Since  1984,  Scottsdale  has  acquired  the  CAP  allocations  of 
North  Valley  Water  Company,  Zronwood  Water  Company,  Carefree  Ranch 
Water  Company  and  Desert  Ranch  Water  Company.  Scottsdale  also 
acquired  the  Town  of  Payson's  CAP  allocation  through  an  exchange 
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agr««inent  virtually  identical  to  those  proposed  here.  To  effect 
these  acquisitions,  Scottsdale's  CAP  subcontract  has  been  amended 
four  tines,  increasing  the  City's  entitlement  from  19,702  acre-feet 
to  26,576  acre-feet  per  year.  In  none  of  those  instances  did 
Reclanation  require  Scottsdale  to  prepare  an  environmental 
assessnent  analyzing  the  impacts  of  increasing  the  City's  CAP 
•ntltlenent.  instead,  Reclamation  fulfilled  its  obligations  under 
NEPA  by  relying  on  the  1982  SIS  and  its  subsequent  review  of 
Scottsdale '8  plans  for  taking  and  using  CAP  water.  Those  plans 
will  not  change  as  a  result  of  the  current  exchanges,  and 
Reclanation  should  follow  the  same  NEPA  clearance  procedure  it  has 
used  in  the  past.  There  is  no  need  and  no  basis  for  requiring  an 
•nvironaental  assessment  for  Scottsdale 's  acquisition  of  the  CAP 
allocations  of  the  exchange  subcontractors. 

The  Problem  Presented  for  Future  CAP  Transfers 

A  number  of  CAP  subcontractors  within  CAWCD's  three-county 
service  area  have  expressed  interest  in  assigning  their  CAP 
subcontracts  to  other  entities.  In  many  cases,  the  subcontractors 
are  not  presently  receiving  CAP  water  and  cannot  afford  to  pay  the 
continuing  capital  charges  required  under  the  subcontracts.  ADWR 
and  CAWCD  are  in  the  process  of  developing  policies  to  govern  the 
transfer  of  CAP  entitlements  among  water  users  located  within 
CAWCD's  service  area. 

Reclamation's  decision  to  require  an  EA  for  the  proposed 
exchanges  establishes  a  troublesome  precedent  for  future  CAP 
transfers.  Under  Reclamation's  reasoning,  any  transfer  of  a  CAP 
entitlement  from  one  location  to  another—even  if  the  new  location 
is  immediately  adjacent  to  the  original  subcontractor's  service 
area — will  require  preparation  of  an  EA.  That  will  mean  added 
expense  and  months  of  delay  in  approving  everyday  transfers  of  CAP 
entitlements. 

vmether  it  is  appropriate  to  move  CAP  allocations  from 
outlying  areas  such  as  Camp  Verde  and  Nogales  to  Scottsdale  is 
inherently  a  natter  for  the  State  of  Arizona  to  decide.  Likewise, 
it  is  the  State's  province  to  determine  whether  a  CAP  entitlement 
should  be  transferred  from  one  location  to  another  within  CAWCD's 
service  area.  The  wisdom  of  the  State's  decision  in  such  matters 
should  not  be  questioned  by  the  United  States  under  the  guise  of  an 
environmental  assessment.  Reclamation's  NEPA  review  with  respect 
to  the  allocation  of  CAP  water  in  Arizona  is  complete,  and  the 
transfer  of  CAP  allocations  from  one  subcontractor  to  another 
should  be  categorically  excluded  from  further  review. 
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Written  Testimony  For  The  Record 

BeTore  The  Subcommittee  for  Energy  «nd  Water  Devdopment 

Appropriations  Committee/U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

Regarding  the  ^'WAllisviile  Lalte  Project,  Texas** 

Presented  by: 

The  Lone  Star  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Qub 

Texas  Committee  on  Natural  Resources 

Environmental  Defense  Fund 

March  6,  1996 


We,  the  undersigned,  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  collectively  our  concerns 
about  continued  funding  for  the  Wallisville  Reservoir  Project  at  the  mouth  of  the  Trinity 
River  -  the  major  source  of  freshwater  inflows,  nutrients  and  sediments  for  the 
Galveston/Trinity  Hstuarine  System  (which  was  designated  as  an  Estueiy  of  National 
Significance  in  1987).    Our  opposition  to  continued  funding  of  this  project  is  based  on 
issues  of  fiscal  soundness,  environmental  impacts,  local  comrol,  and  questionable  need. 
We  feel  that  in  an  atmosphere  of  severe  budget  constraint,  Congress  and  the  U.S. 
taxpayers  can  ill-afibrd  to  continue  to  throw  precious  funds  (although  in  the  comext  of  the 
US  budget,  S21 .5  million  to  complete  construction  and  $400,000/year  for  operations  is 
msignificant)  towards  such  a  historically  controversial,  costly,  and  ultimately  unnecessary 
Project.  At  the  very  least,  we  would  hope  that  Congress  would  dday  appropriating  any 
funds  for  the  ensuing  fiscal  year  so  that  the  legitimate  concerns  that  haunt  the  Wallisville 
Project  nuiy  be  addressed  by  those  involved  and  aflfected.  As  well  as  deferring  to  local 
resolution,  this  would  also  ensure  that  your  i^)propriations  will  not  be  wasted  in  hindsight, 
as  has  been  the  case  for  the  $35.4  million  that  has  been  expended  over  the  past  30  years 
on  components  of  the  Project  that  have  since  been  abandoned.  As  an  alternative, 
continued  funding  for  this  Project  should  target  the  reclamation  and  mitigation  of  the 
Trinity  Delta  as  impacted  by  those  existing  structures  associated  with  previously 
abandoned  versions  of  the  Project. 

The  Wallisville  Project  was  originally  conceived  as  a  saltwater  barrier  in  the  19S0s.  It  has 
gone  f)'om  a  saltwater  barrier  to  a  19,700  surface  acre  multi-purpose  reservoir  (in  order  to 
secure  federal  flmding)  and  now  back  to  a  saltwater  dam  again.  Some  of  the  underlying 
assumptions  about  the  need  for  and  benefits  of  this  project  have  been  misrepresented  or 
misunderstood.  We  hope  to  resolve  these  matters  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  the  City  of 
Houston,  the  Lower  Trinity  River  water  users,  and  the  Galveston/Trinity  Bay  System, 
white  at  the  same  time  preventing  the  needless  waste  of  tax  dollars.  We  have  been  anxious 
to  pursue  resolution  of  these  matters  over  the  years  in  a  variety  of  forums,  the  federal 
government's  continued  funding  and  building  of  this  project  without  local  participation, 
support  or  permits,  however,  creates  an  unfavorable  atmosphere  for  thoughtful  resolution. 
We  hope  that  you  give  the  citizens  of  Texas  and  the  Galveston  Bay  area  the  opportunity 
to  determine  the  course  of  this  nationally  significant  area. 
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Please  consider  the  following  list  which  represents  a  sampling  of  our  concerns  over  the 
Wallisville  project.  It  does  not  detail  the  complex  water  rights  issues  that  are  at  the  heart 
of  this  project  and  the  controversy  over  it.  We  would  be  happy  to  fiirther  assist  you  in 
understanding  the  complex  and  subtle  issues  associated  with  this  long  controverual 
project. 

*  $26.5  million  would  need  to  be  spent  in  addition  to  past  expenditures  to 
complete  Wallisville  (60%  of  the  project  remains  undone). 

*  $300,00  to  $400,000  would  be  required  fbr  annual  operations  for  the 
Project. 

*  The  federal  government  must  absorb  an  85%  of  the  project's  design  and 
construction  tab.  leaving  only  1S%  of  the  costs  for  the  local  sponsors  to 
pick  up. 

*  The  foderal  government  is  responsible  for  100%  of  all  up-front  costs  of  the 

project. 

*  Local  sponsors  have  50  years  to  repay  thdr  1 5%  share. 

*  Local  sponsors  are  not  liable  for  any  of  the  interest  expenses  of  the  project, 
which  have  amounted  to  roughly  65%  since  construction  began  in  1966. 

*  Scarce  government  funds  are  being  committed  prematurely,  long  befbre  the 
water  is  needed  (local  proponents  admit  that  water  secured  by  Wallisville 
will  not  be  needed  until  2010  at  the  earliest) 

*  Language  in  the  appropriations  bill  has  circumvented  federal  cost  sharing 
guidelines  adopted  under  the  Reagan  Administration  and  embraced  by  all 
ensuing  Administrations,  where  the  cost  of  local  participation  is  greatly 
increased. 

*  $34.5  million  has  already  been  spent  on  a  now  abandoned  portion  of  the 
project. 

*  The  costs  of  having  to  reclaim  or  mitigate  the  damage  associated  with  past 
construction  as  well  as  on-going  or  future  construction  is  not  known  and 
could  be  significant  (e.g.  Lake  Okechobee). 

*  While  the  Project  professes  to  be  primarily  for  water  supply,  Houston's 
estimates  of  water  produced  and  saved  by  the  project  are  unsubstantiated 
and  exaggerated.  The  state  water  permits  fbr  this  project  are  now  in 
abeyance,  are  contested,  and  do  not  reflect  the  current  Wallisville  project. 

*  Due  to  federal  appropriations  in  the  Fall  of  199S.  construction  is 
proceeding  in  advance  of  freshwater  inflow  studies  for  Galveston  Bay 
conducted  by  Texas  Parks  and  Wildlifb  Department  and  due  out  in  mid- 
1996. 

*  There  is  a  lack  of  coordination  between  overiapping  federal  projects  and 
their  relationship  and  impact  on  Wallisville,  including  the  Galveston  Bay 
National  Estuary  Program,  the  Lower  Trinity  River  Flood  Control 
Management  Program,  and  navigation  dredging  in  the  Trinity  Bay  and 
Trinity  River. 
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The  WalllisvUle  project  itself  is  a  testament  to  the  imprudence  of  funding  projects  until 
concerns  such  &s  these  are  addressed.  With  these  economic  and  environmental  concenu 
in  mind,  we  urge  you  to  reilise  further  funding  for  this  misguided  project.  In  addition  to 
the  many  public  interest  groups  opposed  to  the  project,  we  remind  you  several  Texas 
natural  resource  agencies,  including  the  Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife  Department,  as  well  as 
the  Reagan,  Bush,  and  Clinton  Administrations  have  gone  on  record  as  opposing  this 
project.  The  many  unanswered  questions  about  the  project's  current  utility  and  its 
environmental  effects  should  be  addressed  before  additional  funding  allows  the  Corps  to 
proceed  with  damaging  and  unnecessary  construction. 
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Texas 
Parks  and  Wildlife  Department 

4300  Sniltti  Scdool  Road   •   Austin,  Taut  7B744   •  512-38»4a00 


NOLAN  RYAN 
Vic«-Chaimiafl 
Alvin 


2/18/96 

John  T  Myers,  Chair 

Sub  Conunittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Appropiations  Committee 

2362  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Mr  Myers 

This  is  to  respond  to  the  opportunity  for  written  comments  to  the 

Wallisville  Lake  Project  scheduled  for  hearings  soon  before  your 

committee. 


TERESe  TARLTON  HEHSHEY, 


i<3*. 


Although^S,  am  a  member  of  the  TPWCommssion,  and  our  staff  has  long 
had  active  concern  over  threats  to  the  estaurine  ecosystem,  I  am 
writing  as  a  private  citizen  long  interested  in  this  project. 

I  cun  of  an  age  to  remember  the  antecedents  of  the  Wallisville 
lock  and  dam.. it  was  to  be  the  first  lock  and  dam  in  the 
scheme  of  develtping  the  Trinity  River  towards  Fort  Worth/Dallas 
as  a  barge  ccwial  -  and  to  make  that  area  of  Texas  an  inland  port. 
This  was  the  dream  and  largely  through  efforts  of  Amon  Carter,  the 
now  deceased  but  powerful  publisher  of  the  Fort  Worth  Star  Telegram 
..as  a  former  Fort  Worth  resident  I  was  very  familiar  with  his 
aspirations  along  these  lines.  However  despite  his  push  and  that 
of  the  Trinity  River  Authority,  the  citizens  along  the  banks  of  the 
Trinity  River  long  since  voted  down  bond  issues  for  this  purpose. 

That  left  the  CORPS  and  supporters  scrambling  forj^  justification 
for  having  dredged  the  Trinity  as  far  up  as  Liberty.. and  obvioulFa^ 
salt  water  intrusion  becamse  one  such  justification.  The  other  of 
barge  traffic  to  Liberty  also  long  si^fnce  went  by  the  way.. There 
is  little  barge  traffic  to  Liberty  needed,  used.  Ask  the  barge 
professionals  about  this. 

That  leaves  saltwater  intrusion  -  caused  by  the  dredging  -  and 
water  for  the  future  for  Houston.  This  latter  can  J5be  satisfied  by 
the  plentiful  water  av^il^lble  in  the  Sabine  river  system,,  with 
dams  and  resevoirs  created.  And  at  the  moment  the  state  (fs   now  stud; 
-ing  a  transference  system  from  the  East  to  the  West. .doable; 

The  plan  was  originally  to  inundate  9000  acres  -  which  would  have  b' 
been  an  ftco^disaster.  It  was  cut  to  5,000  as  knowledge  grew  of  the 
value  «f  wetlands,  then  to  its  presence  low  dam  state.  The  CORPS 
has  responded  to  monies  laid  upon  it  to  move  the  project  -  through 
the  efforts  of  then  congressman  Jack  Brooks.  Personally  I  think  th^ 
are  embarrased  at  having  tp  pursue  the  project.. but  since  when  does 
a  federal  agency  turn  down  funding  ?  For  heaven  sakes,  gwlfxIefcsx^WKd 
uid  let  us  usaavailable  moneies  for  worthwhile  projects  such  as 
march  protection,  removing  unnecessary  prior  dams,  etc.  Brooks-the- 
advocate  is  gone.  I  have  files  inches  thick  justifying  cutting 
this  projecf^MKich  I  wi^l  not  burden  you^S 
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DAVID  A.  TODD 

709  EAST  MONROE  STREET 

AUSTIN,  TEXAS  78704-3131 

512-442-3130 /«'•  512-442-1630 /at 


6  March  19% 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Meyers,  Chair 

Subcommittee  for  &iergy  and  Water  Development 

Appropriations  Committee 

2362  Raybum  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 

BjLfax:  202-225-3598 

E>ear  Representative  Meyers: 

I  write  to  urge  you  and  your  fellow  members  of  the  Subcommittee  to  refuse  further  funding 
of  the  Wallisville  Lake  Project,  a  saltwater  intrusion  barrier  and  channel  lock  proposed  by 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for  the  mouth  of  the  Trinity  River  in  Southeast  Texas. 

My  opposition  is  based  on  economic  and  environmental  concerns. 

With  the  snowballing  federal  debt,  persistent  annual  deficits,  and  divisive  discussions  over 
meeting  a  variety  of  budget  needs,  the  proposals  for  generous  federal  expenditures  on 
Wallisville  certainly  deserve  a  second  look.  The  project 's  more  important  fiscal 
shortcomings  include: 

•  $26.5  million  would  need  to  be  spent  in  addition  to  past  expenditures  to 
complete  Wallisville  (60%  of  the  project  still  remains  to  be  done). 

•  $300,000  to  $400,000  would  be  required  for  annual  operations  the  Lake 
Project. 

•  No  estimate  has  been  provided  for  the  transaction  costs  of  negotiating  with 
upstream  water  rights  holders  to  which  Livingston  and  Wallisville  rights  are 
junior. 

•  The  federal  government  absorbs  an  85%  cost  share  of  the  project's  design 
and  construction  tab,  leaving  only  15%  of  the  costs  for  local  sponsors  to 
pick  up. 

•  The  federal  government  is  responsible  for  100%  of  all  upfront  costs 

•  Local  sponsors  have  50  years  to  repay  their  share. 

•  Local  sponsors  are  not  liable  for  interest  expenses,  which  have  mounted  to 
roughly  65%  since  construction  began  in  1966. 

•  The  January  1996  Draft  Master  Plan  for  the  Wallisville  project  includes  no 
cost/benefit  analysis. 

•  Scarce  government  funds  are  being  committed  prematurely,  long  before  the 
water  is  needed  (local  proponents  admit  that  water  secured  by  Wallisville 
would  not  be  needed  until  2010,  likely  later). 

•  Responsible  estimates  of  the  true  water  "saved"  by  Wallisville  are  less  than 
15%  the  quantities  claimed  by  the  proponents. 

•  Proponents  have  only  very  weak  data  to  support  the  water  claimed  to  be 
provided  by  Wallisville: 

1)         no  records  exist  to  document  releases  from  the  upstream  dam 
at  Livingston  as  requested  and  required  for  saltwater  flushing; 
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2)         no  public  study  exists  to  demonstrate  die  location,  frequency 
and  concentration  of  the  saline  wedge  which  Wallisville  would  block 
from  traveling  upstream. 

•  Cheaper,  low  impact,  nonstructural,  locally-funded  alternatives  have  not 
been  adequately  examined,  including  water  efficiency  improvements,  water 
pricing  changes,  and  acquisition  of  water  rights  threatened  by  saline 
intrusion. 

•  The  rice  irrigation  to  be  protected  by  the  highly  subsidized  investments  in 
Wallisville  is  itself  a  heavily  subsidized  and  only  marginally  profitable 
venture. 

•  Navigation  provided  by  WalUsville  locks  is  also  heavily  subsidized  and  of 
extremely  marginal  utility:  average  yearly  dredging  costs  for  the  Trinity 
Channel  are  $453,298  yet  only  1.6  barges  use  the  Channel  per  year. 

I  also  have  environment^  concerns  about  the  project.  Given  the  wide  and  unexpected 
damage  linked  to  dams  on  the  Colorado  and  Columbia  Rivers  (disappearance  of  the 
Colorado's  estuary,  loss  of  the  Columbia's  salmon  runs),  and  the  immense  expense  of 
initial  attempts  at  reversing  the  harm  associated  with  hydrologic  fiddling  (witness  the 
efforts  at  Lake  Okechobee  to  correct  the  Corps'  channelization  work),  I  think  we  need  to 
take  these  concerns  very  seriously.  For  Wallisville,  these  concerns  include: 

•  Risks  to  the  historically  lucrative  Galveston  Bay  fishery,  which  relies  on 
freshwater  inflows  intercepted  by  Wallisville  Lake  Project;  the  Bay  is 
estimated  to  produce: 

1 )  1  /3  of  Texas  shrim  p  harvest; 

2)  2/3  of  Texas'  oyster  harvest; 

3)  1/3  of  Texas'  recreational  finfish  harvest. 

•  Due  to  federal  appropriations  in  Fall  1995,  construction  is  proceeding  in 
advance  of  Galveston  Bay  freshwater  inflow  need  estimate  studies  due  out 
from  the  Texas  Psu^ks  and  Wildlife  Department  in  mid- 1996. 

•  It  is  unclear  that  this  project  is  needed,  since  the  Trinity  River  Authority  has 
been  unable  to  produce  records  demonstrating  downstream  requests  for 
freshwater  releases  at  any  time  since  construction  of  the  Livingston  dam 
(Wallisville  is  intended  to  obviate  the  need  for  such  saltwater  flushing 
releases). 

•  It  appears  that  the  Trinity  river  system  will  continue  to  have  adequate 
reserves  of  water  to  achieve  required  flushing  in  most  situations: 

1)  instream  flows  alone  have  exceeded  1000  cfs  (when  Wallisville' s 
spillway  gates  would  be  open  and  the  dam  essentially  useless)  88%  of 
the  time; 

2)  as  a  backup  source  of  freshwater  flushing  supplies.  Lake  Livingston 
could  draw  on  its  conservation  pool  -  the  Lake  has  been  at  least  95%  full 
for  90%  of  the  time  since  its  construction. 

•  If  there  is  interest  from  the  City  of  Houston  and  other  local  governmental 
entities  in  recognizing  and  guaranteeing  inflows  to  Galveston  Bay  there  are 
a  number  of  locally-based,  more  formal  and  participatory  foouns  to  discuss 
those  issues  without  incurring  the  federal  costs  in  building  Wallisville 
smd/or  apart  from  Wallisville  negotiations  entirely.  Since  the  Qty  is  only 
one  of  many  water  rights  holders  in  the  basin,  and  a  quite  junior  right  holder 
at  that,  discussions  will  need  to  be  widened  beyond  Wallisville  and  the 
City's  interest  in  the  reservoir  in  any  case.  Possible  venues  for  considering 
inflow  questions  include: 

1)  through  the  Galveston  Bay  Program,  a  9-year  old  program 
designed  to  cooperatively  study  and  address  threats  to  the  Bay; 
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2)  through  the  Galveston  Bay  Council,  which  was  recently  created 
to  implement  plans  to  protect  Galveston  Bay  and  advise  the  Texas 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Commission  and  Texas  Generjil  Land 
Office  on  issues  related  to  Galveston  Bay 

3)  through  the  Coastal  Coordination  Council  which  was  authorized 
by  the  Texas  Legislature  to  review  and  advise  a  variety  of  state  resource 
agencies  on  complex  coastal  problems,  such  as  estuarine  inflows. 

•  It  appears  that  demands  on  Livingston  have  been  wildly  overestimated: 

1 )  while  the  reservoir  was  completed  more  than  30  years  ago, 
its  primary  customer,  the  City  of  Houston,  has  yet  to  draw  water  from 
the  lake; 

2)  each  revision  of  the  City's  water  needs  since  1977  has 
decreased  its  estimate  of  the  area's  future  water  needs;  and 

3)  many  of  the  water  needs  included  in  the  most  recent  ( 1 99 1 ) 
water  needs  projection  included  speculative  wholesale  water  sales  to 
small  communities  near  Houston;  many  of  these  communities  have 
avoided  committing  to  purchase  water  from  the  City,  lowering  potential 
demands  on  Livingston  and  Wallisville. 

•  Public  interest  groups,  including  the  Sierra  Club  Lone  Star  Chapter,  remain 
as  parties  in  a  1988  case  challenging  the  renewal  of  water  rights  for  the 
Wallisville  Lake  Project.  The  case  is  still  pending  at  the  Office  of 
Administrative  Hearings  (the  case  was  put  on  hold  until  environmental 
studies  were  readied  by  the  proponents;  the  proponents  have  not  provided 
these  documents). 

•  In  Fall  1995,  a  wide  variety  of  public  interest  groups  (American  Rivers, 
EDF-Texas  office,  Houston  Audubon  Society,  Sierra  Club  -  Houston 
Regional  Group,  National  Audubon  Society  Southwest  Regional  Office, 
National  Wildlife  Federation,  Sierra  Qub  Lone  Star  Chapter,  Sportsmen 
Conservationists  of  Texas,  Texas  Center  for  Policy  Studies,  and  the  Texas 
Committee  on  Natural  Resources)  registered  their  opposition  to  continued 
funding  for  the  Wallisville  Lake  Project. 

•  The  Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife  Department  has  filed  notice  opposing  the 
Wallisville  Lake  Project 

•  The  Reagan,  Bush,  and  Clinton  Administrations  have  each  gone  on  record 
as  opposing  the  project. 

Again,  with  these  economic  and  environmental  reasons  in  mind,  I  urge  you  to  refuse 
further  funding  for  this  misguided  project  If  any  funding  must  be  awarded,  I  would  hope 
that  the  appropriation  would  be  expressly  limited  to  removing  the  dam  structures  already 
placed  on  the  Trinity  delta 

Thank  you  very  much  for  considering  my  comments.  Also,  I  would  appreciate  being  kept 
up  to  date  on  any  future  discussions  of  Wallisville's  appropriations  or  authorization. 
Please  use  my  letterhead  address  for  any  correspondence. 

Sincerely, 


Ty^v^  ^^    yin^^ 


David  Todd 
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CITY  OF  DALLAS 


RONALD  KHIK 
Mayor 


March  5,  1996 


The  Honorable  Eddie  Bemice  Johnson 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
1 123  Longworth  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Representative  Johnson: 

Attached  please  find  proposed  testimony  for  the  record  on  the  FY  '97  Energy  and  Water 
Development  Appropriations  Bill.  We  respectfully  request  your  assistance  in  having  this 
testimony  made  a  part  of  the  record.  As  always,  if  you  should  have  any  questions,  please 
contact  me  at  (214)  670-0773. 

Thank  you  so  much  in  advance  for  your  assistance. 

icerely. 


Ronald  Kirk 


OmCtOrTMHAVM    OTYHAU.    OAUAa TEXAS 7S201     TQfPHONE 214/(70-1064 
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Statement  of  the 

Honorable  Ronald  Kirk  Mayor 

City  of  Dallas 

TO  THE 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee 
My  name  is  Ronald  Kirk  and  I  am  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Dallas, 
Texas.  Let  me  express  my  appreciation,  as  well  as  that  of  the 
Dallas  City  Council,  for  your  continued  support  for  the  flood 
control  projects  affecting  the  citizens  of  dallas  and  its 
neighbors.  the  city  of  dallas  would  also  like  to  express  its 

APPRECIATION  FOR  YOUR  CONTINUED  SUPPORT  OF  THE  RaY  ROBERTS  LAKE 

Project. 

I  request  your  support  of  the  FISCAL  YEAR  1997  BUDGET  TO  BE 
REQUESTED  BY  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS  FOR  CONTINUED  FUNDING  OF  THE 
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Upper  Trinity  Feasibility  Study,  The  Dallas  Floodway  Extension 
AND  the  Lake  Ray  Roberts  Greenbelt.  These  projects  are 
extremely  important  and  have  a  great  value  to  the  City  of  Dallas. 
On  behalf  of  the  citizens  of  Dallas,  I  would  like  to  urge  your 

CAREFUL  consideration  AND  APPROVAL  OF  THESE  REQUESTS.  FUNDING  OF 
this  work  PROVIDES  FOR  FLOOD  PROTECTION,  WATER  SUPPLY  AND 

recreation  for  current  as  well  as  future  citizens  of  dallas, 
i  am  also  requesting  your  support  of  legislation  this 
session  which  will  credit  the  city  of  dallas  for  funds  spent  on 
construction  of  flood  control  projects  that  are  part  of  the  1 965 
authorized  federal  flood  control  project  for  extending  the 
Dallas  Floodway.  The  City  of  Dallas  is  seeking  the  necessary 
authorization  as  part  of  the  flood  control  authorization  bill. 
Absent  such  a  bill,  the  City  requests  this  be  included  in  the  bill 
WHICH  this  Subcommittee  will  report. 

A  SERIES  OF  four  FLOODS  OCCURRED  IN  THE  PERIOD  FROM  1989  TO 
1 992,  ALONG  THE  UPPER  TRINITY  RiVER.  DURING  THESE  FLOODS, 
EXTENSIVE  DAMAGE  RESULTED  IN  THE  ROCHESTER  PaRK  AREA,  A 
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RESIDENTIAL  AREA  IN  SOUTHEAST  DALLAS,  AND  TO  THE  CiTY'S  CENTRAL 

Wastewater  Treatment  Plant.  Due  to  immediate  needs  to  provide 

FLOOD  protection,  THE  CiTY  OF  DALLAS  AUTHORIZED  THE  CONSTRUCTION 

of  a  levee  system  for  the  rochester  park  area  and  for  the 
Central  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant.  Both  of  these  levees  are 

BASIC  elements  OF  THE  1965  AUTHORIZED  FEDERAL  FLOOD  CONTROL 

projects,  in  which  federal  funds  would  have  paid  for  a  significant 
share  (more  than  50%)  of  the  construction,  if  the  project  had  been 
funded,  or  if  the  city  had  elected  to  wait  for  the  completion  of  the 
Dallas  Floodway  Extension  study.  Special  legislation  is  now 
necessary  for  the  city  to  receive  credit  for  the  cost  incurred  in 
the  construction  of  these  two  levees. 

i  urge  your  careful  consideration  and  approval  of  funding 
for  these  necessary  projects,  as  well  as  your  support  of 
legislation  that  would  provide  for  the  city  of  dallas  to  receive 
credit  for  the  cost  incurred  in  the  construction  of  the  two 
LEVEES.  Your  support  is  greatly  appreciated. 
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VERNER,  LIIPFERT,  BERNHARD,  MCPHERSON  AND  HAND 
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March  6,  1996 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers 

Chairman 

Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 


In  behalf  of  the  Southeastern  Federal  Power  Customers,  Inc.,  I  am  pleased  to  submit 
the  following  comments  for  inclusion  in  the  record  of  hearing  on  Energy  and  Water 
Development  Appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1997. 


Sincerely, 


David  A.  Fitzgerald 
Enclosures  (5) 
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Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Comments  of  Roger  Smith 

on  behalf  of  the 

Southeastern  Federal  Power  Customers,  Inc. 

on 

The  Corps  South  Atlantic  Division  and  Ohio  River  Division 

FY  '97  Budget  Request 

March  6,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

As  the  Chairman  of  the  Operation  &  Maintenance  Committee  of  the  Southeastern 
Federal  Power  Customers,  Inc.  (SeFPC),  I  am  pleased  to  provide  comments  in  support  of  the 
Administration's  budget  request  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps)  South  Atlantic 
Division  (SAD)  and  the  Ohio  River  Division  (ORD).   The  SeFPC  represents  many  of  the 
rural  cooperatives  and  municipally  owned  electric  systems  in  the  states  of  Alabama,  Georgia, 
Mississippi,  Kentucky,  North  and  South  Carolina,  Florida,  Virginia,  and  West  Virginia 
wiiich  purchase  power  from  the  Southeastern  Power  Administration  (SERA).   As  you  know, 
SERA  markets  the  capacity  and  energy  generated  at  the  hydroelectric  projects  the  Corps 
operates  and  maintains  in  the  SAD  and  ORD. 

The  members  of  the  SeFPC  have  enjcyed  a  successful  relationship  with  the  Corps' 
SAD  and  ORD  offices  in  years  past,  and  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Corps  in 
identifying  and  resolving  problems  at  hydro-electric  facilities.     As  Corps  facilities  have 
provided  up  to  25  %  of  the  SeFPC  members'  needs,  without  exception,  the  partnership  with 
the  Corps  has  benefited  the  5.8  million  customers  of  the  SeFPC. 

Despite  the  success  of  this  relationship  with  the  Corps,  the  generation  of  electricity  at 
Corps  facilities  has  encountered  difficulties  in  recent  years.  Many  Corps  facilities  have  begun 
to  show  the  effects  of  long  term  use  without  sufficient  replacement  or  rehabilitation.    As  a 
consequence,  the  failure  to  perform  routine  replacement  or  rehabilitation  has  increased 
operation  and  maintenance  costs. 

As  can  be  expected,  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  our  chief  concerns  in  the  Southeast  is  that 
the  Corps'  power  generating  facilities  which  produce  the  power  marketed  by  SERA  receive 
proper  maintenance  and  upkeep,  in  accordance  with  industry  standards.   When  a  Corps 
generating  unit  becomes  inoperable,  excess  repair  costs  are  incurred.   Revenue  losses 
encountered  by  SERA  must  be  recovered  in  SEPA's  future  rate  increases  and  in  some  cases 
the  preference  customers  must  replace  the  inoperable  capacity  with  more  expensive 
replacement  power. 

Unfortunately,  operation  and  maintenance  costs  have  risen  in  recent  years  for  the 
Southern  Atlantic  Division,  in  part  because  of  the  condition  of  the  units.   To  avoid  forced 
outages,  full  funding  is  now  needed  to  guarantee  the  reliability  of  power  supplies  for  the  near 
future.   Past  experience  has  demonstrated  that  it  is  less  expensive  to  retiabilitate  a  unit  than 
to  repair  one  that  has  experienced  a  "forced  outage.   We  have  provided,  as  an  attachment,  a 
list  of  projects  in  the  SAD  and  ORD  wtiich,  in  our  opinion,  require  immediate  attention.   In 
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addition,  we  have  provided  a  list  of  rehabilitation  work  scheduled  to  begin  or  continue  in 
fiscal  year  1997,  including  rehabilitation  studies,  engineering,  and  design  work. 

Since  1949,  when  SEPA  began  marketing  the  energy  and  capacity  from  these 
government  constructed  projects,  over  $500  million  in  revenues  have  been  collected  through 
rates  charged  l^  SEPA  in  excess  of  expenses  and  interest.   Revenue  from  the  rates  paid  by 
the  preference  customers  have  enabled  SEPA  to  repay,  on  schedule,  the  original  investment 
incurred  to  construct  these  projects.    However,  the  failure  to  provide  adequate  resources  for 
maintenance  and  rehabilitations  impairs  the  preference  customers'  ability  to  repay  the  federal 
investment.   When  generating  units  deteriorate,  the  operation  and  maintenance  expenses 
greatly  increase. 

The  lack  of  funds  to  maintain,  operate,  and  rehabilitate  corps  facilities  weakens  the 
federal  investment  in  existing  infrastructure.   The  preference  customers,  however,  have 
endeavored  to  provide  funding  for  the  needed  rehabilitations.   In  fact,  through  1995, 
preference  customers  have  paid  in  rates  over  $92,000,000  in  excess  of  the  amount  spent  on 
renewals  and  replacements.    The  members  of  the  SePPC  respectfully  request  that  Congress 
continue  funding  for  rehabilitations  without  further  delay. 

The  SeFPC  continues  to  support  sufficient  funding  for  the  Corps  cost-saving  and 
efficient  ten  year  maintenance  plans.   Without  adequate  operations  and  maintenance  funds 
many  of  the  southeast's  aging  hydropower  units  risk  failure,  since  an  absence  of  funding  for 
just  one  year  would  affect  all  of  the  units  which  have  not  yet  been  rehabilitated.    As  revenues 
from  SEPA  rates  cover  O&M  expenses  for  the  Corps  hydropower  projects,  as  well  as  joint 
costs  for  dam  activities  such  as  recreation,  navigation,  and  flood  control,  we  envision  few 
obstacles  in  providing  the  much  needed  maintenance  for  these  federal  investments  . 

In  conclusion,  we  support  the  Administration's  request  for  the  Corps'  O&M  and 
Major  Rehabilitations  budget.   Maintaining  our  federal  investment  provides  a  cost-effective 
return  for  the  federal  government  and  ratepayers. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


eer^mith 


Roger  ^mith 
Chairman 
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SEPA  UNITS  AT  RISK 

South  Atlantic  Division 
Henry 

Unit  2,  19  MW  as-run  capacity,  derated  2  MW  due  to  coil  failures. 
Unit  4,  19  MW  as  run  capacity.  Currently  being  rehabilitated. 
Total  MW  not  available:   21  MW  =  2  MW  derated  +  19  MW  outage 
George 

Unit  2,  37.5  MW  as  run  capacity  has  been  derated  5  MW  due  to  failed  stator  coils. 
Total  MW  not  available:  5  MW  derated. 

Millers  Ferry 

Unit  1,  27  MW  as-run  capacity,  has  been  off  line  since  July  1992  due  to  generator  failure. 
Rewind  work  awaiting  contract. 

Units  2  &  3,  27  MW  as-run  capacity  each.   These  units  are  derated  2  MW  below  rating  and 
are  at  risk  of  failure. 

Total  MW  not  available:  31  MW  =  27  MW  outage  +  4  MW  derated 

Woodruff 

All  three  12  MW  as-run  capacity  units  have  been  derated  2  MW  each.   These  units  are 
scheduled  to  receive  FY  96  New  Construction  General  Funds  to  begin  rehabilitation. 

Total  MW  not  available:  6  MW  derated 

Hartwell 

Both  units  1  &  2  have  had  coils  cut  out  and  have  been  derated  10  MW  each  to  66  MW. 
They  have  76  MW  as-run  capacity  each. 

Units  3  &  4  are  at  risk  of  fiailure  due  to  poor  generator  insulation  and  have  been  derated  10 
megawatts  each  to  66  MW. 


Total  MW  not  available:  40  MW  der^ited 
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Thunnond 

Unit  5,  46  MW  as-run  capacity,  has  been  derated  6  MW  due  to  foiled  stator  coils. 

Units  1,2,3,4,  6  &  7,  46  MW  as-run  capacity  each,  have  been  derated  6  MW  each  due  to 
deterioration  of  generator  insulation. 

All  seven  units  at  Thunnond  (46  MW  as-riin  capacity  each)  are  proposed  to  receive  FY  96 
New  Start  Construction  General  Funds  to  begin  their  rehabilitations. 

Total  MW  not  available:  42  MW  derated 

SUMMARY 

Current  available  capacity:   2249  MW  or  231  MW  below  the  total  "as  run"  capacity  if  all 
units  were  fully  available. 

Of  these  231  MW,  132  are  due  to  three  unit  outages  (one  of  which  has  been  out  of 
service  since  1992)  and  99  due  to  unit  deratings  because  of  deteriorating  equipment 
conditions.   In  the  event  that  all  derated  units  fail,  the  generating  capability  of  the  SAD 
projects  would  be  decreased  by  another  673  MW  in  addition  to  the  99  MW  which  are 
currently  out-of-service.   This  would  be  approximately  32%  of  the  SAD's  generating 
capacity  which  SEPA  markets. 

Ohio  River  Division 

Barklev 

Units  1-4  are  rated  at  37  MW  each.  Generator  rewedging  of  all  four  units  is  nearly  complete. 
However,  the  need  for  rewinds  is  expected  in  4-5  years. 

J.  Percy  Priest 

Unit  1  is  rated  at  30  MW.   Rewind  contract  award  should  occiu-  by  end  of  FY  96. 

Cheatham 

Units  1-3  are  rated  at  13.7  MW  each.   Generators  will  be  cleaned  this  spring  in  the  hope  of 
halting  declining  megger  readings.   Rewind  imminent  if  cleaning  does  not  help. 

Summary 

Total  ORD  capacity  at  risk  of  foilure  if  rehabilitation  work  is  not  initiated  soon:   219 
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Corps  of  Engineers  South  Atlantic  Division  and  Ohio  River  Division 
hydropower  project  rehabilitation  work  scheduled  to  begin  or 
continue  in  FY97  (including  rehabilitation  studies,  engineering  and 
design). 


South  Atlantic  Division  Capacity  MW 

Buford  105 

George  150 

Hartwell  304 

Henry  (Jones  Bluff)  38 

Kerr  225 

Millers  Ferry  75 

Thurmond  322 

Woodruff  36 

Total  Capacity  Impacted:  1255 

Ohio  River  Division  Capacitv  MW 

J.  Percy  Priest  30 

Total  Capacity  Impacted:  30 
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March  6,  1996 

Honorable  John  Meyers,  Chairman 

House  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  Subconinittee 

2362  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear^  Chairman  Meyers: 

The  Water  Resources  Development  Acts  of  1990  and  1992 
authorized  the  restoration  of  the  Passaic  River  streambank  in 
Newark,  New  Jersey,  creating  the  project  known  as  the  Joseph 
G.  Minish  Passaic  River  Waterfront  Park  and  Historic  Area. 
This  project  is  an  integral  part  of  the  overall  economic 
revitalization  of  our  City,  and  it  is  critical  that  it  move 
forward  expeditiously.   It  is  a  component  of  a  complex  which 
includes  the  development  of  the  New  Jersey  Performing  Arts 
Center,  the  Newark  Elizabeth  Rail  Link,  and  the  realignment 
of  Route  21.   The  timing  of  the  riverfront  construction  needs 
to  be  coordinated  with  these  other  activities,  so  that  scarce 
resources  can  be  maximized. 

The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  completed  planning  documents, 
and  could  begin  construction  of  the  first  project  segment  in 
FY97  if  funds  were  appropriated  for  that  purpose.   A  minimal 
appropriation  of  $900,000  is  reguested  at  this  time. 

The  project  rationale  is  further  explained  in  the  attached 
testimony,  which  is  hereby  submitted  for  the  record  of  the 
hearings  you  are  now  conducting.  Your  consideration  and 
positive  response  will  be  deeply  appreciated. 
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Testimony  of 

Sharpe  James,  Mayor 
City  of  Newark,  Mew  Jersey 

Narcb  6,  1996 

House  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

For  the  Record 
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Mr.  chalnaan,  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for 
giving  me  the  opportunity  to  submit  testimony  about  a 
project  under  your  jurisdiction. 

The  Passaic  River  Streambank  Restoration  project  is  an 
important  part  in  the  overall  economic  and  transportation 
development  plan  of  the  City  of  Newark.  An  appropriation  of 
$900,000  is  requested  so  that  this  integral  element  of 
Newark's  revitalization  can  move  from  detailed  plan  to 
construction  of  the  initial  project  segment. 

This  investment  in  Newark's  future  will  help  us  to 
improve  the  economic  status  of  our  nation's  third  oldest 
major  city.   The  riverfront  recapture  site  includes  the 
location  of  the  landing  of  the  first  Puritans  to  arrive  in 
Newark  in  1666,  as  well  as  abandoned  industrial  sites, 
underutilized  properties,  and  a  deteriorated  streambank  which 
has  frequently  been  flooded.   The  development  of  the  Passaic 
Riverfront  now  is  a  critical  element  in  our  overall  plan  for 
downtown  rehabilitation.   This  includes  the  Newark  Elizabeth 
Rail  Link,  the  realignment  of  Route  21  (one  of  the  oldest 
highways  in  the  nation) ,  and  the  construction  of  the  New 
Jersey  Performing  Arts  Center,  which  is  scheduled  for  a  Fall 
1997  opening. 

The  riverfront  will  be  the  nexus  of  these  activities, 
producing  a  vibrant  downtown  center  that  will  provide 
economic  development  opportunities  for  the  citizens  of  Newark 
and  our  region.  Visitors  from  throughout  the  country  are 
expected  to  visit  our  revitalized  city,  and  participate  in 
the  exciting  growth  and  development  taking  place.   There  is 
tremendous  potential  for  this  project  to  mirror  the  success 
of  other  riverfront  developments  throughout  the  nation,  and 
Newark  stands  ready  to  accept  the  challenges  such 
developments  present. 

We  have  a  once  in  a  lifetime  chance  to  coordinate 
several  major  activities  into  a  virtually  seamless 
development  plan.   The  budget  I  am  submitting  will  serve  to 
incorporate  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  project  into  our 
overall  economic  develoment  plan  to  reinvigorate  Newark.   I 
urge  you  to  support  this  appropriation  request. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  extend  my  thanks  to  the 
entire  New  Jersey  delegation  for  their  ongoing  support, 
especially  to  subcommittee  member  Rodney  Frelinghuysen  for 
his  advocacy  of  this  critical  project.   Your  time  and 
attention  are  deeply  appreciated. 
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Joseph  G.  Minish 

Passaic  River  Riverfront  Park 

and  Historic  Area 


Requested  Funding  for  Fiscal  Year  1997 

Engineering  an  Design  (Construction  Plans  and 
Specifications  $600,000 

Coordination  with  NJDEP  and  Newark  $150,000 

-  Application  for  construction  permits 

-  Preparation  and  negotiation  of  project 
agreement  (includes  NJDEP  coordination  with 
Newark  on  local  cost  sharing) 

-  Coordination  of  real  estate  (fee/easements) 
needed  for  construction 

Initiation  of  construction  S150.00Q 

Total  FY97  request  $900,000 
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-«TATE  OF  MARYLAND 

"FICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 


ANNAPOUS  OFFICE 

STATE  HOOSE 

too  STATE  CIBCU 

ANNAPOLIS.  MARYLAND  21401 

(410)974-3901 

February  26,  1996  '"*'""'°'°^,%%'f, 

444  NOflTH  CAPITOL  STREET.  N  W 

WASHINGTON,  D  C  JOOOt 

(101)  636-2215 

TOD  M'OI  333-3098 

The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations 
2362  Raybum  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  DC.  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

During  your  subcommittee  hearings  related  to  the  FY'97  Energy  and  Water 
Appropriations  Bill  later  this  month,  Maryland's  Secretary  of  Transportation  David  L.  Wmstead 
will  testify  about  projects  of  significance  to  the  Port  of  Baltimore.  I  will  emphasize  several  issues 
which  Secretary  Winstead  will  be  bringing  to  your  attention. 

As  you  know,  the  Port  of  Baltimore  is  a  vital  component  of  the  nation's  economy. 
Activity  at  the  Port  generates  $400  million  in  United  States  customs  receipts  annually,  as  well  as 
$2.0  billion  in  artivity  for  Maryland's  economy.  Nearly  65,000  Marylanders  are  employed  in  the 
Port,  or  in  Port-related  jobs.  Clearly,  the  Port  is  an  economic  engine  for  America  and  for 
Maryland.  We  ask  that  you  provide  fiinding  for  several  important  Port-related  projects  in  the 
FY'97  appropriations  bill.  These  include  several  channel  improvements  which  are  currently  being 
studied,  as  well  as  routine  maintenance  dredging  of  the  125  mile  system  of  channels  serving  the 
Port. 

Perhaps  one  of  the  most  important  requests  pertains  to  the  development  of  the  Poplar 
Island  Restoration  Project.  This  project,  which  involves  the  restoration  of  an  eroded  island  in  the 
Chesapeake  Bay  using  materials  dredged  fi'om  ship  channels  serving  the  Port  of  Baltimore,  is  vital 
to  Maryland's  economy  and  maritime  industry.  We  ask  for  your  committee's  support  for  this 
important  project.  More  specifically,  we  seek  fiinding  under  the  Section  204  ("Beneficial  Use") 
program  to  begin  the  projea.  We  ask  that  your  committee  appropriate  the  fiiU  authorized  amount 
of  fiinding  under  this  program  (currently  authorized  at  $15  miUion  per  year),  and  designate 
fiinding  for  the  Port  of  Baltimore. 

The  vitality  of  the  Port,  and  indeed  that  of  the  State  of  Maryland,  depends  in  significant 
part  on  the  125  mile  long  system  of  maritime  channels  linking  Port  facilities  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean. 
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The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chainnan 
February  26,  1996 
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A  considerable  amount  of  dredging  is  required  each  year  to  properly  maintain  and  improve  these 
channels.  In  coming  years,  we  will  dredge  as  much  as  10  million  cubic  yards  of  material  annually. 
Very  shortly,  Maryland  will  exhaust  its  current  disposal  capacity  to  dispose  of  the  material 
dredged  from  ship  channels.  Accordingly,  we  urgently  need  the  added  capacity  that  will  be 
provided  by  the  Poplar  Island  project. 

Although  our  ofBcial  testimony  will  provide  additional  information  on  this  and  other 
requests,  I  would  be  pleased  to  meet  with  you  personally  to  discuss  these  items  fiirther.  Thank 
you  for  your  consideration  of  these  important  issues. 


Sincerely, 

Parris  N.  Glendening 
Governor 


^Umi*- ^ 


Sen.  Paul  S  Saibanes 
Sen.  Barbara  A.  Mikulski 
Rep.  Steny  H.  Hoyer 
Rep.  Benjamin  L.  Cardin 
Rep.  Constance  A  Morella 
Rep.  Wayne  T  Gilchrest 
Rep  Roscoe  G  Bartlett 
Rep  Albert  R  Wynn 
Rep.  Robert  L.  Ehrlich,  Jr. 
The  Honorable  Leon  E.  Panetta 
The  Honorable  David  L.  Winstead 
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OrwxMr  Marytand  DcpartoMM  ot  Natural  Rooarca  Strtm^y 

TaiMi  Snu  OfTka  BaUdlnc  llonakl  N.  Voaa( 
AaaatioUa.  Mi/ylaod  3I40I  Oo^V  Stt—mrj 

Much  6.  1996 


Tha  Honorable  John  Xleyers,  Cbaimum 
Eneixy  >nd  Water  Development  Subcommittee 
Houie  Committee  on  Appropriations 
2320  Raybum  House  Office  Building 
Washington  DC  20S1S 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  expresi  the  State  of  Maryland's  concern  over  proposed 
budgetary  cuts  which  wiMld  end  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  (the  Corps)  invotvement  in 
shore  etosion  control  and  beach  restosation  projects  in  Maryland  and  throughout  the  United  States. 

The  Corps  and  the  Maryland  Dqnrtment  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR)  have  a  long  and 
iiiiponjmt  history  of  wortdng  together  to  prevent  loss  of  valuable  land,  property  and  infrastructure 
along  the  shoreline  of  the  Chesapeaks  Bay  artd  the  Atlantic  coast  in  Ocean  City  and  on  Assateague 
Island.  Through  programs  such  as  the  Conttnuing  Authorities  and  the  Atlantic  Coast  of  Maryland 
Shoreline  Protection  Project  (the  Project),  the  State  of  Maryland  and  the  country  have  benefitted 
through  the  technical  and  financial  assistance  provided  by  the  Corps. 

Numerous  shoreline  protection  prorjects  have  been  planned,  designed  and  constructed  as 
a  result  of  the  partnership  between  the  Corps,  the  Slate  and  local  county  and  city  governments 
through  the  Continuing  Authorities  Program,  Section  14,  Emergency  Shoreline  Protection 
Prcgects.  These  prpgects,  including  stone  revetments,  brealcwBtera  and  beach  restoration  stabilize 
eroding  land  and  protect  homes,  roads,  forest  land  and  infrastructure.  Stabilization  of  the 
shoreline  alao  helps  to  Improve  water  quality  in  the  ChfttapfiaVr  Bay,  assisting  federal  and  state 
efforts  in  restoring  the  largest  estuary  in  the  United  States.  Without  the  technical  and  financial 
assistance  of  the  Corps,  county  governments  would  not  be  able  to  complete  these  important 
projects. 


r.l.iiihnr.  410-97  A-3tm 
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As  you  know,  Tlie  Atlantic  Coast  of  Maryland  Shoreline  Protectioa  Project,  a  joint  eSort 
of  the  CoqK,  State  c^Matylaad,  Worcester  County  and  the  Town  of  Ocean  City,  has  restored  the 
beach  and  dunes  in  Ocean  City,  Maryland  and  has  revitalized  tourism  and  recreation  along  eight 
niiles  of  ocean  coast  The  Project,  completed  in  1994  at  a  cost  of  $61  million,  protects  $3.S 
billion  of  infiastructuie,  20,000  seasonal  jobs,  and  over  $111  millioQ  in  annual  federal,  state  and 
local  tax  revenue.  The  viability  of  the  Project  is  to  be  maintained  through  a  SO-year 
renoutishment  agreement  signed  by  the  Corps  and  the  State.  It  would  be  nearly  impossible  for 
this  prpjea  to  have  been  completed  without  the  Corps'  assistance. 

Indeed,  shore  protection  and  beach  renourishment  is  not  just  a  local  issue.  The  tax 
levemies  generated  by  Ocean  City,  Maryland  are  from  visitns  from  all  over  the  United  States  and 
the  wodd.  Tlie  tourism  industry  nationwide  is  the  largest  enq>)oyer  and  one  of  the  fastest  growing 
industries  in  the  United  States.  Most  of  the  tourism  dollars  are  targeted  to  coastal  states. 

We  urge  you  to  carefully  consider  die  benefits  that  all  Americans  receive  through  the 
technical  and  financial  assistance  provided  by  the  Corps  for  shoreline  protection  and  beach 
renourishment.  We  recommend  that  tte  Corps'  participation  in  these  projects  be  maintained. 

If  I  can  be  of  further  assistance  or  if  you  have  any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
contact  me. 

'  / 


JimDunmyer 

MD  Congressional  Ddegaiion 
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|^jrl£\     iminNATiOHAL  hdikatiom  of 

\^    PROFESSIONAL   AND   TECHNICAL   ENGINEERS 

Local  49  P.O.  Box  2643S,  San  Francisco,  CA  94126 

Honorable  John  Myers 

Chaiiman,  Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee 

Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Chairman  Myers: 

I  request  that  the  following  statement  by  Local  49  be  entered  in  the  record  for  your 
hearing  on  February  28,  1996.  I  regret  that  I  was  not  able  to  appear  in  person. 


Sincerely, 

^ChamSerlimd,  Pi 


-ThomasKrC 


President 


SUMMARY:  Local  49  of  the  IFPTE  supports  Corps  of  Engineers  missions  and  recommends 
that  an  independent  study  be  made  of  its  potentially  disastrous  "restructuring"  plan, 
reorganization,  project  management  and  unproductive  employee  relations. 

Support  for  Corps  Missions:  First,  we  believe  that  all  the  traditional  Corps  missions  benefit 
the  entire  nation  and  that  all  regions  of  the  country  should  be  afforded  the  benefits  of  Corps 
projects  on  an  equal  basis,  whether  they  are  headwaters  states  or  downstream  states. 

>  Corps  civil  works  projects  have  a  net  positive  return  on  investment  for  the  taxpayer  dollar. 
Not  all  agencies  can  say  that  about  their  projects.  If  the  Corps  abandons  its  flood  control, 
navigation  and  beach  protection  responsibilities,  the  nation  will  be  left  without  national 
technical  expertise  and  water  development  will  become  either  lacking  entirely  or  piecemeal 
and  uncoordinated.  The  result  will  be  economic  losses  to  the  people  in  aU  states. 
Moreover,  since  Corps  technical  experts  also  support  the  emergency  response  mission  as 
a  collateral  assignment,  the  loss  of  those  missions  would  mean  a  reduction  in  the  ability  of 
the  Corps  to  respond  to  natural  disasters. 

Reviews:  Next,  I  would  like  to  discuss  the  subject  of  how  the  Corps  has  reassigned  review 
functions  between  its  organizational  levels,  part  of  what  the  Corps  calls  "restructuring".  The 
scheme  implemented  last  October  will  mean  the  end  of  the  Corps  as  a  first-rate  engineering 
organization  while,  ironically,  adding  to  the  overall  cost  of  producing  projects.  Specifically, 
the  Corps  eliminated  the  indq>endent  review  function  from  the  regional  Divisions  and 
assigned  sole  "technical"  review  authority  to  the  local  Districts.  In  addition,  the  Corps 
Headquarters  assigned  to  itself  the  authority  to  provide  another  parallel  review  of  those 
same  project  documents,  that  review  being  called  a  "policy"  review.  That  awkward,  split 
review  scheme  will  mean  the  end  of  technically  effective  and  cost-efficient  reviews,  and  with 
the  death  of  reviews  goes  the  assurance  of  safe  and  high  quality  projects. 

Paget  of  5 
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International  Federation  of  Professional  and  Technical  Engineers 

>  Before  I  go  further,  let  me  emphasize  that  my  criticism  of  the  project  review  scheme  does 
not  mean  that  anyone  believes  that  the  Districts  are  techni^y  incompetent.  Far  from  it. 
Some  of  the  most  technically  competent,  hard  woridng  and  most  dedicated  people  in 
govenmient  or  industry  are  in  Coq)s  of  Engineers  Districts.  My  criticism  is  directed  at  an 
institutional  failure  not  of  the  District's  making,  namely  the  segmentation,  complication  and 
confusion  of  what  should  have  been  an  orderiy  review  process.  Having  said  that,  let  me  say 
that  the  Coips  has  ignored  much  good  advice  as  is  in  trouble  for  that. 

>  The  Coips  failed  to  heed  Congress  when  it  told  the  Corps,  in  the  Conference  Rqx>rt  103- 
672  to  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  i^ropriation  Act  of  1995,  to  establish  a  single 
level  of  review  for  "policy"  and  "technical"  questions  above  the  District  level.  The  Corps 
failed  to  heed  the  two  previous  chairmen  of  the  Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee 
and  local  sponsors  who  advised  the  Corps  to  place  engineering  services  and  project 
development  authority  near  customers.  The  Corps  failed  to  heed  the  American  Society  of 
Civil  Engineers  policy  that  an  independent  review,  such  as  that  provided  by  the  Divisions,  is 
a  requirement  when  many  lives  may  be  at  stake.  The  Corps  failed  to  consider  the  doubts  of 
many  of  its  own  people,  including  senior  engineers  in  the  Corps  Headquarters,  about  the 
workability  of  the  awkward,  dual  review  plan.  The  Corps  failed  to  heed  its  own  task  force  on 
Division  reorganization  that  said  removing  reviews  from  the  Divisions  would  do  serious  harm 
to  the  ability  of  the  Corps  to  provide  high  quality,  safe  and  economical  projects. 

>  The  review  process  is  not  free  no  matter  where  it  is  done  and,  in  a  time  of  shrinking 
resources,  one  can  not  make  sense  of  a  process  with  review  groups  at  four  different  levels, 
each  plowing  through  the  same  review  materials.  The  Districts  do  a  "technical"  review,  the 
Divisions  do  an  ill-defmed  "quality  assurance"  check  of  the  Districts,  the  Headquarters  does 
a  "policy"  review,  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Civil  Worics)  does  a  "quality 
assurance"  review  of  the  Headquarters.  Those  four  levels  of  review  are  especially  wasteful 
because  all  those  groups  require  essentially  identical  technical  knowledge  and  experience. 
The  Corps  needs  to  stop  trying  to  do  everything  at  every  level. 

>  The  Corps  estimates  that  only  75  to  80  personnel  spaces  can  be  eliminated  nationwide 
from  Divisions  by  transferring  Division  technical  responsibilities  to  the  Districts.  This  is  only 
about  two  reviewers  per  District,  far  too  small  a  staff  for  a  capable,  multi-discipline  review. 
Since  the  Corps  has  forbidden  Districts  to  create  separate  review  organizations,  people 
added  to  perform  the  added  review  function  can  not  easily  be  identified  and  counted.  But 

the  total  number  of  people  doing  technical  reviews  will  increase  when  Districts  perform 
individual  reviews  from  when  a  Division  provided  consolidated  reviews  for  their  several 
Districts.  Some  Districts  have  already  requested  added  funds  and  added  time  to  plan  for 
and  conduct  the  reviews  of  civil  works  projects  that  Divisions  once  performed. 

>  After  Division  reviews  of  military  projects  were  eliminated  several  years  ago,  the  costs  of 
corrective  contract  modifications  during  construction  and  overall  project  costs  jumped. 
Clearly,  it  is  cheaper  to  correct  errors  on  paper  than  disrupt  contractor's  construction 
schedules  and  rework  construction  already  in  place.  In  fact,  Division  reviews  have  been 
shown  to  save  more  money  than  they  cost  so  I  urge  the  Committee  to  investigate  reviews 
and  to  not  believe  in  an  easy  savings  today  with  no  adverse  consequences  tomorrow. 
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>  For  those  reasons,  the  overall  cost  of  projects  will  increase.  In  addition,  the  sponsors  will 
have  to  pay  a  larger  share  of  that  increased  cost  because  Division  reviews  were  General 
Expense  funded  but  District  reviews  are  project  funded.  The  advantage  to  Headquarters  of 
shifting  review  costs  to  the  project-fund^  Districts  and,  in  turn,  to  cost-share  sponsors  is 
that  it  preserves  General  E}q;)ense  funding  for  Washington-based  staff. 

>  The  Corps  task  force  on  Division  reorganization  said  that  the  recommended  Division  staff 
and  mission  cuts  will  cause  "technical  competence  ...  to  be  undermined  at  the  expense  of 
product  quality"  and  that  the  staff  spaces  in  Divisions  have  a  high  "value  added"  compared 
to  their  number.  How  does  the  Corps  explain  to  the  people  protected  by  our  projects  that 
the  project,  while  it  may  appear  to  be  cheaper,  it  will,  in  fact,  be  more  expensive  overall  and 
more  expensive  for  sponsors,  while  at  the  same  time,  it  is  lower  in  quality  and  less  safe? 
What  would  our  sponsor-partners  say,  if  given  a  choice?  I  believe  that  sponsors  would  say 
that  an  independent  review  of  technical  work  products  is  worthwhile  and  a  requirement  in 
any  construction  endeavor  where  the  potential  human  cost  of  a  failure  is  high. 

>  The  Corps  task  force  on  defining  the  new  technical  review  process  concluded  that 
Headquarters  should  conduct  only  very  broad  "policy"  reviews  limited  to  project  purpose, 
cost  sharing  and  budget  criteria.  Those  reviews  would  focus  on  concq>ts  and  underlying 
assumptions  and  not  how  analyses  were  done,  how  data  was  collected  and  similar 
questions.  The  task  force  identified  the  "technical"  topics  that  are  within  the  exclusive 
purview  of  the  Districts  to  be  such  items  as  verifying  alternatives  evaluated,  verifying 
appropriateness  of  data  and  verifying  analytical  methods.  Headquarters  appeared  to 
implement  the  task  force  recommendations  but,  in  fact,  they  rejected  the  task  force's  narrow 
definition  of  the  Headquarters  role  and  claimed  rights  to  those  same  "technical"  topics, 
defming  them  instead  as  "policy"  questions  suitable  for  a  Washington  review.  Many 
Headquarters  jobs  have  historically  dq>ended  on  Headquarters  involvement  in  those  types 
of  questions,  including  checking  such  minutia  as  interest  calculations. 

>  Besides  a  loss  in  quality,  there  is  a  loss  of  communications  with  Coips  local  sponsors  if 
the  locus  of  all  decision  making  is  moved  to  Washington.  The  influence  of  a  local  sponsor 
over  the  progress  of  one  of  their  projects  would  be  greater  with  their  project  being  reviewed 
and  approved  by  the  accessible  regional  Division  office  who  are  more  familiar  with  the 
customer's  needs  and  desires  than  with  their  project  lost  in  the  pile  of  projects  from  thi«e 
dozen  other  Districts  in  Washington  two  or  three  organizational  levels  above  and  perhaps 
hundreds  or  thousands  of  miles  away.  In  addition,  the  Division  people  and  with  the  social, 
environmental  and  technical  aspects  of  the  region. 

>  Why  did  the  Corps  reorganize  in  such  a  dysfunctional  way?  We  believe  that  the  reason  is 
to  save  jobs  in  Washington  and,  indeed.  Headquarters  has  been  very  successful  in  doing 
that.  The  former  Acting  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Civil  Works)  noted  that,  over  the 
last  five  years,  the  Corps  Headquarters  has  decreased  by  only  14  full  time  equivalent 
personnel  "spaces"  out  of  about  2400  in  the  National  Capital  Region.  Meanwhile,  all  the 
other  levels  of  the  Coips  have  been  cut  and  sometimes  severely  so  with  more  reductions 
planned.   Since  Division  offices  have  been  cut  by  half  to  about  100  civil  works  spaces  each, 
the  Divisions  are  not  the  place  to  look  for  additional  savings.  And  with  the  Divisions  and 
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Headquarters  both  funded  from  the  same  General  Expenses  account,  every  Division  job 
cut,  no  matter  how  productive,  is  a  Headquarters  job  saved. 

>  By  contrast,  the  reorganized  and  decentralized  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  a  Washington- 
based  headquarters  staff  of  about  60  out  a  nationwide  staff  of  about  6,500.  If  the  Corps  had 
downsized  its  headquarters  proportionate  with  the  Bureau,  there  would  be  about  350 
people  in  Washington  to  oversee  the  38,000  Corps  people,  not  the  2400  currently  there. 

>  But  there  is  an  accessible  alternative  to  the  present  scheme  with  all  its  Washington-based 
top-heaviness,  namely  the  "Section  14  Solution".  When  Headquarters  delegated  the  review 
and  approval  authority  for  Section  14  continuing  authority  projects  to  the  regional  Divisions, 
project  development  times  dropped  from  three  and  one  half  years  to  only  one  year.  That 
decrease  in  time  shows  that  a  single  combined  review  done  at  one  time  at  one  place  in  the 
regional  Division  is  simple,  speedy,  easily  understood,  technically  effective  and  eminently 
worlcable.  The  only  way  to  achieve  these  time  and  money  savings  on  other  programs  may 
be  a  direct  limitation  on  the  functions  and  size  of  the  Washington-based  staff  and  combining 
"technical"  and  "policy"  reviews  into  one  review  in  the  regional  Divisions. 

>  The  fmdings  of  every  Corps-sponsored  study  -  indeed  the  recommendations  of 
professional  organizations  -  is  that  the  new  review  scheme  will  adversely  impact  project 
development.  The  fmding  are  absolutely  consistent.  Irrespective  of  our  views,  if  the 
Committee  desires  an  impartial  opinion  on  how  reviews  should  be  conducted  for  maximum 
economy,  timeliness  and  technical  effectiveness,  a  study  by  an  indq)endent  agency  could 
be  performed.  The  American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers,  the  National  Academy  of  Public 
Administration,  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers  and  other  professional 
organizations  have  been  suggested  as  being  capable  of  performing  a  full  study  of  the  Corps 
and  providing  recommendations  for  you.  We  ui;ge  the  Committee  to  earmark  funds  for  an 
independent  look  at  the  Corps  and  to  hold  special  hearings  on  maintaining  project  quality. 

Division  Reorganization:  Next,  I  would  like  to  discuss  reorganization.  The  subject  of  how  to 
reduce  the  number  of  Division  offices  was  discussed  after  the  BRAC  reorganization  plan  in 
1991  and  again  in  depth  after  the  ill-conceived  November  1992  plan.  Lieutenant  General 
Arthur  Williams,  the  Chief  of  the  Coips  of  Engineers,  this  month  released  for  comment  his 
third  reorganization  effort.  I  will  limit  my  comments  about  that  plan  to  the  issue  of  site 
selection.  We  believe  that  Chicago  is  the  best  location  for  the  office  serving  the  Great 
Lakes,  Ohio  and  Upper  Mississippi  River  basins.  Only  by  locating  the  ofTice  in  Chicago  will 
the  specialized  Great  Lakes  expertise  be  maintained.  Second,  Chicago  is  currently  the  only 
Division  office  that,  for  economy  reasons,  is  collocated  with  the  nearby  District,  although  the 
District  and  Division  offices  in  San  Francisco  have  similar  plans.  In  addition,  the  office  in 
Chicago  is  in  a  Standard  Federal  Regional  City  along  with  FEMA,  EPA  and  other  federal 
customers  are  while  the  other  candidate  locations  are  not.  This  was  one  of  the 
Congressional  criticisms  made  of  the  1992  reorganization  plan.  The  Clean  Air  Act  requires 
federal  agencies  to  minimize  impacts  on  air  quality  and,  of  the  candidate  cities,  only  Chicago 
has  a  well  developed  public  transportation  system.  Finally,  Chicago  is  the  ci^ital  of  the 
American  heartland  and  the  premier  federal  engineering  organization  should  locate  there. 
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Project  Management:  The  Corps  has  been  experimenting  with  Project  Management  for 
about  six  years  and  little  good  has  come  from  it.  However  valid  Ftoject  Management  is  as  a 
general  concept,  the  way  the  Corps  instituted  it  results  in  PM  being  only  an  added, 
superfluous  internal  management  layer,  a  scorekeq)er  function.  The  Project  Manager  has 
little  actual  authority  to  decide  technical  details  of  projects,  to  select  or  supervise  the 
engineers  and  other  technical  specialists  who  will  actually  develop  his  project  or  even  to 
influence  their  performance  appraisals.  The  PM  role  is  that  of  data  gathering  and  reporting, 
especially  at  levels  above  the  District.  There  is  considerable  money  to  be  saved  from 
eliminating  or  drastically  revising  Project  Management.  We  urge  the  Committee  look  again 
at  Project  Management,  peitaps  obtaining  the  views  of  an  outside,  indqiendent  agency. 

Partnering  With  Unions:  Finally,  a  subject  near  to  my  heart  is  the  poor  performance  of  the 
Corps  when  it  comes  to  partnering  with  its  approximately  four  dozen  local  unions  from  many 
different  national  affiliations.  It  goes  without  saying  that  an  efficient,  high  performance 
organization  is  one  that  makes  the  best  use  of  all  its  people  but  the  Corps  shuns  the  idea  of 
forming  partnerships  with  its  employees  and  their  organizations  and  instead  retains  the 
"command  and  control"  ethic  of  a  military  organization.  I  wrote  two  letters  to  the  former 
Acting  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Civil  Work)  urging  that  the  Corps  utilize  brains  and 
ideas  of  their  employee's  organizations  in  deciding  what  functions  of  the  Corps  should  be 
performed  at  each  level.  The  Corps,  instead,  systematically  excluded  employee  groups  and 
the  result  is  the  poor  "restructuring"  of  functions  that  the  Corps  implemented.. 

>  Incidentally,  the  frustration  and  stonewalling  I  encountered  in  dealing  with  the  Corps 
Headquarters  is  mirrored,  and  even  magnified,  at  the  local  level.  At  the  local  level,  labor- 
management  relations  are  generally  hostile  and  unproductive  and  there  are  few,  if  any,  of 
the  functioning  partnerships  that  Presidential  Executive  Order  12871  envisioned.  For 
example,  one  union  president  is  forced  to  stand  while  talking  to  the  District  commander. 
The  Corps  has  created  an  us-versus-them  atmosphere  with  distrust,  acrimony,  pettiness, 
antagonism  and  conflict  being  the  hallmarks. 

>  The  Corps  can  only  gain  in  productivity  from  being  less  confrontational.  I  recommend 
that  the  Congress  reauthorize  existing  funds  to  foster  partnering  between  the  Corps  and  its 
unions  and  thereby  help  the  Corps  shed  its  "worst  in  the  government"  reputation. 

Summary:  In  summary,  we  make  two  recommendations  to  the  Committee.  First,  we  urge 
the  Committee  to  appropriately  fund  the  traditional  Corps  missions  in  Fiscal  Year  1997  and 
beyond.  Second,  we  urge  the  Committee  to  take  a  fresh  look  at  the  Corps  and  determine 
for  itself  whether  the  "reengineered"  Corps  of  Engineers  is  headed  for  disaster  or  headed  for 
a  continued  bright  future  of  service  to  the  nation.  There  are  several  million  dollars  in  a 
Corps  account  that  were  set  aside  for  Division  closure  that  could  be  used  to  fund  a  wide 
ranging  and  independent  reexamination  of  the  Corps  in  order  to  provide  Congress  with  an 
unbiased  view  of  how  the  Corps  should  be  reorganized.  We  urge  the  Committee  to  take 
action  to  preserve  the  Coips  as  the  premier  provider  of  engineering  services  to  the  nation. 
We  in  the  IFPTE  pledge  our  assistance  in  that  effort. 
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Representattve  John  T.  Myera.  Cbamnan 

Housn  Appraprlatlona  Subcommittee  on  Energf  &  Water  Devtiapcaeat 

2362  lUorbum  House  Office  Bulldlntf 

Waahln«ton.  DC  20015-6020 

By  Facsimae  202-225-3998  3  pages  total 
Attention:  Robert  Schmidt 

FY  1997  Energy  &  Water  Appropilatlaas  bill 

Dear  Mr.  Cbalrman: 

Enclosed  U  the  atatement  of  Veme  PaMcnger.  Conmrtaatoner  for  the  Port  of  Stuslow. 
Oregon. 

We  understand  that  the  traditional  tline  far  witnesses  btfore  the  subcommittee  has 
already  taken  place,  however,  written  testlmany  can  still  be  submitted. 

Thank  you  fiir  your  conslderatian  on  this  matter. 

Sinoerely. 


i&^fM^^ 


BUlBradsbow 
Port  Manager 

BB/tw 


Btr^w^nrtm     r%r, 


Hnn  07^.^0 
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STATEMENT  OF 

Verne  E.  Passenger,  Commissioner,  Port  of  Siuslaw.  Oregon 

for  the 

Senate  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

and  the 
House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

supporting  continued  funding  of  the 

Corps  of  Engineers'  Civil  Works  Budget  for  -.^ 

Operation  and  Maintenance  at  Oregon  Coastal  Ports  for  Fiscal  1997 

and 

the  Corps  of  Engineers'  Continuing  Authorities  Program 

and 

Preserving  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Dredge  Fleet 


Mr.  Chairman: 

My  name  is  Verne  Passenger  and  I  am  a  port  commissioner  for  the  Port  of  Siuslaw. 
Oregon.  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  submit  this  testimony  about  the  proposed  fiscal 
year  1997  budget  for  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  My  testimony  today  discusses 
several  aspects  of  Corps'  activity,  and  it  is  our  intention  to  give  full  support  for  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  Operation  &  Maintenance  (O&M)  budget. 


PORT  OF  SIUSLAW  CREATES  JOBS  THROUGH  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

The  Port  of  Siuslaw's  river  transportation  system  serves  as  a  vital  river  highway  which  is 
centrally  located  here  on  the  Oregon  coast.  The  port  is  working  to  diversify  its  economic 
development  projects  and  add  new  businesses  at  each  opportunity.  Fadlitating  trade 
on  and  near  this  federal  river  highway  system  is  an  essential  component  of  our 
economic  well-being. 

The  Port  of  Siuslaw's  economic  diversification  projects  are  presently  funded  by  federal 
and  Oregon  State  Marine  Board  funds.  Our  project  at  this  time  is  half  completed  and 
consists  of  a  200  space  parking  lot  and  the  infrastructure  for  10  new  business  sites.  The 
Port  of  Siuslaw's  boardwalk  should  be  funded  and  completed  in  1996.  The  total  cost  of 
this  project  (state  and  federal  funds)  is  approximately  $1 ,100,000.  Once  completed,  this 
project  will  diversify  Its  commerce  and  trade  for  the  people  of  this  port  district  and  will 
create  hundreds  of  new  jobs.  The  Corps'  budget  is  important  to  this  project  because 
visitors  are  attracted  to  a  working  waterfront.  In  order  to  have  a  working  waterfront,  you 
must  have  a  navigable  waterway. 
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The  Port  of  Siuslaw  wishes  to  express  our  support  for  appropriations  for  the  following: 

1)  The  continuing  authorities  programs  and  O&M  budget. 

2)  We  encourage  the  committee  to  maintain  the  federal  dredges  YAQUINA. 
ESSAYONS.  and  SANDWICK  operated  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

3)  We  support  the  Corps'  plan  to  increase  effectiveness  and  reduce  costs.  However, 
we  do  not  support  proposals  for  future  years  that  would  drastically  reduce  Corps 
programs  and  O&M  budgets.  The  Corps  supports  the  entities  that  turn  the  nation's 
rivers  and  hartx)rs  into  economic  and  recreational  benefits. 

4)  We  encourage  the  committee  to  maintain  dredging  for  shallow  draft  ports  irregardless 
of  the  tonnage  over  the  river  bars.  The  importance  of  safe  and  navigable  waterways 
is  not  always  measured  by  tonnage. 

CONCLUSION 

Balancing  spending  priorities  in  a  time  of  shrinking  resources  is  a  difficult  task.  I  urge 
you  to  continue  to  not  only  fund  the  deep  draft  ports,  but  the  shallow  draft  ports  as  well. 

In  closing,  I  want  to  thank  Chairman  Myers  and  ail  subcommittee  members  for  their 
attention  and  understanding  of  the  various  issues  I  have  discussed  here  today.  Your 
decisions  will  heavily  impact  the  people  of  this  port  district. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  address  this  committee. 


sWwTwnt  of 

V«me  E.  PMsen^ar,  Comminioner 

Port  of  aiutlow.  Oreson 

March  1996 
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TESTIMONY  OF 

JOHN  FRATT 
EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 

PORT  OF  KALAMA 

PO  BOX  70,  KALAMA,  WA   98625 

(360)  673-2325 

Before  the 

Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

US  House  of  Representatives 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

My  name  is  John  Fratt  and  I  am  Executive  Director  of  the  Port  of  Kalama  in  Kalama, 
Washington.  I  also  chair  the  group  of  seven  lower  Columbia  River  ports  in  Oregon  and 
Washington  that  are  sponsoring  the  Columbia  River  Channel  Improvement  Project. 

Throughout  the  years,  this  subcommittee  has  shown  strong  support  for  our  efforts  to  improve 
the  Columbia  River  transportation  system.  Please  accept  my  very  sincere  appreciation  for 
that  advocacy. 

In  1995,  more  than  2,146  ocean-going  ships  carried  38  million  tons  of  cargo  valued  at  an 
estimated  $14  billion  through  the  private  and  public  facilities  located  at  these  seven  ports. 
At  the  Port  of  Kalama,  we  throughput  10.35  million  metric  tons  of  grain  at  our  two  facilities 
and  we  handled  353  ships.  This  was  a  doubling  of  the  tonnage  that  we  handled  in  1 994. 

Lower  Columbia  River  Channel  Deepening  Needed 

Ships  nearly  1,000  feet  long  and  drawing  41-42  feet  are  commonplace  in  today's  marine 
markets.  These  new  ships  bring  increased  efficiency  and  economies  of  scale,  yet  they  also 
present  tremendous  challenges  for  US  ports.  In  an  effort  to  keep  pace  with  this  new 
shipping  size  and  technology,  the  lower  Columbia  River  ports  are  well  into  a  feasibility 
study  to  deepen  our  navigation  channel. 

Here  is  what  is  at  stake  today.  The  Columbia  River  is  the  second  largest  export  gateway  on 
the  West  Coast.  More  than  90  percent  of  the  region's  goods  move  by  way  of  the  Columbia 
River  to  overseas  customers.  For  the  nation's  wheat  producers,  the  Columbia  River  is  the 
largest  export  gateway  in  the  US,  handling  approximately  one-third  of  the  country's 
production.  From  Montana,  as  one  example,  three-quarters  of  the  wheat  crop  from  that  state 
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reaches  export  markets  by  way  of  the  Columbia  River.  Corn  from  the  Dakotas  and  Nebraska 
rides  the  Columbia  to  the  Pacific  Rim.  The  Peavey  facility  at  Kalama  receives  more  than  80 
percent  of  its  product  from  the  midwest  of  the  United  States  and  last  year  three-fourths  of 
its  ships  left  light-loaded  because  of  draft  restrictions. 

Based  on  the  recent  growth  of  trade  through  our  ports,  one  can  easily  see  how  much  more 
important  this  channel  will  become  in  the  years  ahead.  Our  export  volumes,  coupled  with 
effective  steamship  service  to  key  markets,  will  continue  to  be  important  to  businesses 
around  the  country  that  use  our  system.  Our  only  major  weakness  is  the  current  40-foot 
depth  of  our  deep-draft  navigation  channel. 

That  is  why  building  and  maintaining  a  navigation  channel  that  can  handle  today's  larger 
vessels  and  those  on  order  for  the  future  is  such  a  critical  need.  Nearly  a  decade  ago,  we 
began  planning  this  navigation  improvement  with  increasing  vessel  size  in  mind.  Before  we 
were  able  to  bring  the  project  on-line,  larger  and  deeper  vessels  began  calling  at  sponsor 
ports.  Today  their  presence  reminds  us  regularly  of  the  critical  need  for  this  project  to  move 
ahead  rapidly. 

Channel  Maintenance  Essential 

Once  channels  are  dredged,  they  also  must  be  maintained.  Our  ports  have  a  history  of  a 
100-year  partnership  with  the  federal  government  in  operating  and  maintaining  the 
Columbia  River's  navigation  system.  In  1 890,  the  Portland  District  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
completed  a  study  defining  a  25-foot  deep  channel  from  Astoria  to  the  PortlandA/ancouver 
area.  Completion  of  the  project  came  in  1 893.  Over  the  years,  this  federal/local  partnership 
has  seen  the  successful  authorization  and  construction  of  two  more  channel  improvements: 
deepening  to  35  feet,  completed  in  1950,  and  construction  of  the  existing  40-foot  channel, 
dedicated  in  1973. 

Our  challenge  today  comes  in  the  face  of  the  transition  within  the  federal  government, 
particularly  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  Faced  with  a  wide  range  of  fiscal  priorities  and 
restraints,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  being  pulled  in  a  number  of  directions.  Yet,  if 
maintenance  of  the  nation's  navigation  system  suffers  and  we  can't  keep  our  waterways 
functioning  at  all  times  at  project  depth,  port  customers  will  suffer  serious  economic 
impacts.  I  know  this  subcommittee  understands  the  importance  of  channel  maintenance, 
but  the  fact  is  the  Corps  needs  to  be  encouraged  to  do  a  better  job  in  this  area. 
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I  encourage  this  subcommittee  to  give  the  Corps  of  Engineers  the  means  to  take  a  more 
proactive  approach  in  its  advance  maintenance  program.  Rather  than  allowing  channels  to 
shoal  to  less  than  project  depth  before  beginning  remedial  dreding,  let's  encourage  the 
Corps  to  be  more  proactive. 

Ports  will  move  aggressively  to  meet  the  demands  of  their  shipper  customers  in  our  own 
planning  and  financing  of  port  facilities,  such  as  docks,  wharves,  and  terminals.  Our  success 
in  international  competition  also  will  be  determined  in  large  measure  by  the  role  played  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  its  operations  and  maintenance  function. 

Channel  Turns  Need  Modification 

Prompted  by  a  recent  navigation  mishap  in  the  lower  Columbia  River,  ports  and  the 
Columbia  River  Pilots  have  asked  the  Corps  to  examine  modifications  to  two  turns  in  the 
channel.  Simulation  of  these  turns  by  the  Waterways  Experiment  Station  is  the  most  likely 
next  step,  provided  money  is  available  for  the  review.  The  urgency  of  this  situation 
demands  an  early  resolution  to  the  problem  and  we  are  asking  the  subcommittee  to  support 
an  appropriations  for  the  special  study  of  technical  modifications  to  these  turns. 

Conclusion 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  our  navigation  channel  is  a  remarkable  success  story  and  part  of  the 
marine  system  that  moves  95  percent  of  all  US  international  trade.  Please  understand  that 
our  regional  and  national  trade  significance  is  at  a  critical  crossroads.  The  world's  fleet  is 
moving  to  larger  vessels  and  our  studies  have  consistently  shown  the  economic  benefits  of 
a  deeper  channel. 

Your  subcommittee  can  assist  tremendously  by  its  support  for  a  continuation  of  the 
feasibility  study,  for  a  continuing  high  priority  for  operations  and  maintenance  dredging,  and 
for  work  on  essential  turn  improvements  in  the  lower  Columbia  River. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  provide  information  about  the  Columbia  River  and  the 
importance  of  its  navigation  channel. 
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Jolm  Myers,  Oninnan 

Subcotnniittee  on  Enogy  and  Water  Devdoptneat 

Committee  on  Approptiations 

23«Z  Raybuni  House  Office  Builifing 

Washing,  D.C.  20915 

Dear  Chairman  Myen: 

The  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Forum  has  adopted  a  position 
supporting  funding  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  Colorado  River  SaliniQr 
Control  Program  in  the  arooont  of  $1 1 .500,000.  The  testimony  of  the  Forum 
is  enclosed. 

Wc  would  ai^iedate  you  making  this  suieraent  a  part  of  the  formal  hearing 
record  oonoeniing  FY  97  appropriations  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  We 
thank  you  for  your  sabcommittBe'ss>q»port  of  this  program  in  years  past  and 
hope  that  you  will  again  suj^rt  funding  to  continue  this  valuablo  program. 

Sincerdy, 


>rrSaM.  Bamett 
//Executive  Director 


np 
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Requesting  ApproprUtioiis 

for  the 

COLORADO  RIVER  SALINITY  CONTROL  PROGRAM 


For  the  Depaltment  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  -  FY  97  AnpmDciation 

Colorado  Rivef  Basin  Salinity  Control 
Ponim'ii  Reoommendation: 

OdgiDally  Authorized  Proeram 
Program  Audiorized  ia  199S 

TOTAL 


$5,500,000 
S6.000.000 

$11,500,000 


This  testimony  U  in  support  of  funding  for  the  Colorado  River  Basin  salinity 
control  program.  Congress  has  designated  the  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  to  be  the  lead  agency  fcr  salinity  control  on  the  Colorado  River.  Tbb 
role  and  the  anthorized  program  was  reflned  and  cootlnned  by  the  Congress  last 
year  when  PL  104-20  was  enacted  hito  law.  A  total  of  $11,500,000  is  needed  this 
year  to  Implement  the  needed  and  audiorized  program.  Failure  to  appropriate  these 
funds  will  result  in  significant  economic  damage  and  threaten  the  compliance  with 
adopted  water  qnality  standards. 


.-4  West  SCO  SoulH  Suite  101 

BocrVIM.  Utah  amo 

(801)292-4603 
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OVERVIEW 

The  Colorado  Kiver  Basin  salinity  control  program  was  authorized  by  Congress  in  1974.  The 
Title  I  portion  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Act  responded  to  commitments  that  the 
United  States  had  made  via  a  treaty  whh  Mexico  widi  respect  to  the  quality  of  water  being  delivered  to 
Mexico  below  Lnperial  Dam.  Title  n  of  the  Act  established  a  program  to  respond  to  salinity  control 
needs  of  Colorado  River  water  users  in  the  United  States  and  to  comply  vith  the  mandates  of  the  then 
newly  legislated  Clean  Water  Act.  Initially,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
were  given  the  lead  Federal  role  by  the  Congress.  Important  modifications  to  the  program  were  made 
by  the  Congress  last  year  as  legislation  creating  PL  l(K-20  was  passed.  This  testimony  is  in  support  of 
funding  for  the  Title  II  program. 

After  a  decade  of  investigative  effort,  the  Basin  states  concluded  that  the  Salinity  Control  Aa 
needed  to  be  amended.  Congress  revised  the  Act  hi  1984.  That  revision,  while  keq)ing  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  as  lead  coordinator  for  Colorado  River  Basm  salinity  control  efforts,  also  gave  new  salinity 
control  responsibilities  to  the  Dq)artment  of  Agriculture,  and  to  a  sister  agency  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation — the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  Congress  has  charged  the  Administration  with 
implementing  the  most  cost-effeaive  (dollars  per  ton  of  salt  removed)  program  practicable.  The  Basin 
states  are  strongly  supportive  of  that  concept,  as  the  Basin  states  now  cost  share  30  percent  of  federal 
expenditures  for  the  salinity  control  program,  while  in  addition  proceeding  to  implement  their  own 
salinity  control  efforts  In  the  Colorado  River  system. 

Since  the  congressional  mandates  of  nearly  two  decades  ago,  much  has  been  learned  about  the 
unpact  of  salts  in  the  Colorado  River  system.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  recently  completed  smdics 
on  the  economic  Impact  of  these  salts.  Reclamation  recognizes  that  the  damages  to  United  States*  water 
users  alone  may  soon  be  approachhig  Si  billion  per  year. 

The  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Forum  (Forum)  has  become  the  seven-state 
coordinating  body  for  Interfacing  with  federal  agencies  and  Congress  to  support  the  implementation  of 
a  program  necessary  to  control  the  salinity  of  the  river  system.  Forum  members  are  appointed  by  the 
governors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  states.  In  close  cooperation  with  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  under  requirements  of  the  Clean  Water  Act,  ©very  three  years  the  Forum 
pr^arcs  a  formal  report  analyzing  the  salinity  of  the  Colorado  River,  anticipated  future  salinity,  and  the 
program  necessary  to  keep  the  salinities  at  or  below  the  levels  measured  in  the  river  sy.stcm  in  1972. 

In  setting  water  quality  standards  for  the  Colorado  River  system,  the  salinity  levels  measured  at 
Imperial,  Parker,  and  Hoover  Dams  in  1972  have  been  identified  as  the  numeric  criteria.  The  plan 
necessary  for  controlling  salinity  has  been  captioned  the  'plan  of  implementation.*  Most  recently,  the 
Forum  completed  its  1993  Review  of  water  quality  standanLs,  and  the  Colorado  River  Basin  states  have 
submitted  this  report  to  EPA.  The  required  1996  review  is  now  in  process.  If  adequate  funds  are  not 
appropriated,  state  and  federal  agencies  involved  are  In  agreement  that  the  numeric  criteria  will  be 
exceeded  and  damage  from  the  high  salt  levels  in  the  water  will  be  widespread  and  very  significant 


■TUSmFTCATION 

The  $11,500,000  requested  by  the  Fonun  on  behalf  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  states  is 
the  level  of  funding  necessary  to  proceed  wifli  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  portion  of  the  plan  of 
implementation.  Reclamation  has  agreed  that  this  funding  level  is  appropriate  if  salinity  In  the  Colorado 
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River  is  to  be  contioUod  so  as  not  to  exceed  tlie  established  numeric  criteria  and  threaten  the  associ;ited 
water  quality  standards.  Curreotly,  there  are  two  authorizations  provided  by  Congress  which  require 
appropriation.  The  first  is  what  may  be  for  the  on-gohig  or  long  established  program  authorized  by 
Congress  in  1974.  The  spending  ceiling  for  this  program  wUl  be  reached  in  the  next  two  or  three  fisci 
years  and  then  funds  for  die  ponion  of  the  program  will  be  terminated.  The  second  authorization,  often 
termed  the  basm-wide  program,  was  authorized  by  Congress  in  1995.  It  gives  to  Reclamation  new 
latitude  and  flexibility  in  seeking  the  most  cost-effective  salinity  control  opportunities. 

DETAILS  CONCERNING  THE  REOUEgTED  APPROPMATION 

On-going  contracts  with  water  users  in  the  Grand  Valley  of  Colorado  and  in  the  Lower  Qunnison 
area  of  Colorado,  authorized  under  die  original  Salinity  Control  Act,  require  fluids  for  the  forthcoming 
fiscal  year  and  many  of  the  activities  associated  with  the  long-esublished  program  will  be  drawing  to  a 
close.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  neared  completion  of  the  Paradox  Valley  unit  which  involves  the 
collection  of  brines  in  the  Paradox  Valley  of  Colorado  and  the  injection  of  those  brines  mto  deep  aquifers 
ttirough  an  mjection  well.  The  construction  phase  of  this  program  is  drawing  to  a  close  and  the  continued 
operation  of  the  project  will  be  funded  through  Operation  and  Maintenance  funds.  In  additional  to  the 
dollars  identified  above,  the  Salinity  Control  Forum  urges  the  Congress  to  appropriate  necessary  funds 
to  continue  to  maintain  and  operate  salinity  control  facilities  as  they  are  completed  and  placed  into  long- 
tBim  operation.  New  programs  and  new  efforts  will  be  contracted  for  in  the  forthcoming  year  as  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  implements  their  basin-wide  program  authorized  by  the  Congress  in  1995.  Funds 
will  be  used  on  a  variety  of  projects  and  the  process  for  selecting  those  projects  is  set  forth  in  a  report 
to  the  Congress  that  was  required  by  the  1995  act. 

In  addition,  the  Forum  supports  necessary  funding  to  allow  for  continued  general  investigation 
of  the  salinity  control  program.  It  is  important  tiiat  die  Bureau  of  Reclamation  have  planning  staff  m 
place,  properly  funded,  so  that  tlic  progress  of  the  program  can  be  analyzed,  coordination  between 
various  federal  and  sute  agencies  can  be  accomplished,  and  the  identification  of  the  future  of  the  program 
can  be  properly  planned. 


lack  A.  Bamett 
'  Executive  Director 
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Alcalde  &  Fay 

Government  a  Public  Affairs  Consultants 


March  6,   1996 


Honorable  John   Myers 

Chairman 

Energy    and    Water   Appropriations    Subcommittee 

2362  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  DC     20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

I  have  attached  the  testimony  of  Evonne  Atkinson,  Chairman  of 
the  Clark  County  Commission,  for  inclusion  in  the  testimony  you  have 
received  on   the  Energy  appropriation   the  last  couple  of  weeks. 

If  you  recall,  we  spoke  last  week  and  you  agreed  to  include  this 
in   the   testimony. 

Thank  you  for  your  help. 

Sincerely, 


g- 


'J 
JAMES  H.  BILBRAY 


2  111  Wilson  Boulevard  Suite  850  Arlington.  Virginia  2220  I    Ph  (703)  84  1 -0626  Fax  (703)  243-2874 
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Statement  OF  YVONNE  ATKINSON  GATES,   CHAIR 
BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 

CLARK  COUNTY,  NEVADA  

Before  the  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 


Chairman  Myers,  Representative  Bevill,  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am 
Yvonne  Atkinson  Gates,  Chair  of  the  Clark  County,  Nevada,  Board  of 
Commissioners.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  testimony 
on  an  issue  that  is  extremely  important  to  the  citizens  of  Clark  Coimty  and 
Nevada:  The  Department  of  Energy's  (DOE)  Yucca  Mountain  Program,  and  the 
legislative  proposals  to  place  an  interim  facility  for  the  storage  of  nuclear  waste 
in  Nevada. 

Clark  County  includes  the  City  of  Las  Vegas,  is  home  to  over  one  million  people 
(almost  two-thirds  of  Nevada's  population),  serves  as  host  to  almost  30  million 
people  annually,  and  generates  over  60  percent  of  Nevada's  revenue.  It  is  also 
home  to  almost  90  percent  of  the  workers  at  the  Nevada  Test  Site  involved  in 
weapons  testing,  environmental  management  and  the  Yucca  Mountain  programs. 

Clark  County  is  one  often  local  governments  that  have  been  designated  by  DOE 
as  "affected"  under  provisions  of  the  Nuclear  Waste  Policy  Act,  as  eimended 
(NWPA).  Potential  inq)acts  to  Clark  County,  among  others,  noted  in  DOE's 
Yucca  Mountain  1986  Environmental  Assessment  document,  and  in  recent 
legislation  (S.  167,  specifically)  place  nuclear  waste  transportation  routes  within 
the  rapidly  urbanizing,  and  tourist-based  economic  area  of  metropolitan  Las 
Vegas. 

It  is  readily  apparent  that  it  is  the  goal  of  many  Congressional  representatives  to 
implement  interim  storage  legislation.  This,  we  feel,  is  unfortunate  because  the 
proposed  legislation  departs  dramatically  from  Congress'  original  goal  of 
implementing  a  permanent  solution  to  the  nation's  nuclear  waste  problem.  An 
"interim"  solution,  as  I'm  sure  you're  aware,  may  not  necessarily  provide  the 
"quick  fix"  that  is  intended.  It  does  not,  for  example,  adequately  consider  the 
complexities  of  an  extensive  transportation  campaign  that  will  impact  most  of  the 
nation.  It  would  be  better  to  reaffirm  the  original  objectives  of  the  NWPA. 
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As  an  elected  official  of  a  county  that  could  be  greatly  impacted  by  both  the 
permanent  Yucca  Mountain  program,  as  well  as  an  "interim"  site  on  the  Nevada 
Test  Site,  I  am,  therefore,  perplexed  by  the  House's  decision  not  to  provide  the 
needed  resources  to  enable  affected  governments  from  determining  the  short  and 
long-term  effects  of  these  programs  on  our  citizens,  economy  and  quality  of  life. 

We,  of  course,  support  cost-cutting  measures  and  the  need  to  balance  the  budget. 
Despite  the  intent  of  Congress  to  reduce  costs,  and  to  redirect  the  Yucca 
Mountain  Program  towards  a  short-term  solution,  however,  DOE,  it  should  be 
pointed  out,  is  still  receiving  funding  to  characterize  Yucca  Moimtain.  A 
decision  will  be  made  by  1998  on  the  "viability"  of  the  site  for  the  permanent 
storage  of  spent  commercial  fuel  and  high-level  radioactive  waste. 

Since  this  is  a  key  element  in  determining  whether  Yucca  Mountain  will  be 
considered  for  permanent  storage  it  is  important  for  Clark  Coimty  and  the 
affected  governments  to  have  the  resources  to  participate  in  the  decisions  that 
will  be  made  during  this  extremely  critical  juncture  in  the  program,  as  well  as 
to  continue  other  needed  oversight  responsibilities  specified  under  the  still  active 
Nuclear  Waste  Policy  Amendments  Act  of  1987  (NWPAA). 

Why  are  the  affected  governments  suddenly  prevented  from  receiving  the  funding 
needed  to  continue  to  participate  during,  perhaps,  the  most  critical  part  of  the  site 
characterization  program  (e.g.  the  "viability  assessment")?  Why  is  the  review  of 
site  characterization  activities  for  FY  1996  suddently  less  important  for  the 
affected  governments  than  it  is  for  those  entities  receiving  funding  imder 
"cooperative  agreements"  from  DOE?  And  why  is  FY  1996  suddenly  different 
from  previous  years  when  the  affected  governments  conducted  almost  identical 
oversight  activities  ? 

Clark  County  and  the  other  affected  governments  still  have  a  strong  vested 
interest  in  continuing  to  take  part  in  site  characterization  review.  Since  the 
communities  and  citizens  of  the  area  will  be  forced  to  live  with  the  decisions  that 
are  made  they  should,  as  provided  for  in  the  NWPA  and  in  representative 
government,  have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  decision-making.  Clark 
County  and  the  others,  therefore,  need  to  retain  an  active  and  effective  role  in 
the  decision-making  process,  the  results  of  which  could  greatly  influence  our 
citizens,  community  and  economy  for  many  years. 
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Not  including  oversight  funding  for  FY  1997  (as  well  as,  of  course,  for  FY 
1996)  will  eliminate  effective  oversight  opportunities  for  those  governments  that 
will  be  most  impacted  should  interim  or  permanent  storage  be  implemented  at 
Yucca  Moimtain.  This  will  also  preclude  the  opportunity  for  DOE  and  Congiess 
to  receive  an  important  local  perspective  on  this  conq)lex  program  during  a 
period  when  it  is  most  needed. 

With  the  cotmty  programs  eliminated  it  will  be  difficult,  if  not  in^ossible  to 
recreate  the  local  oversight  expertise,  that  has  taken  over  a  decade  to  develop, 
should  interim  storage  legislation  be  approved,  or  should  the  original  site 
characterization  efforts  be  restored  to  their  former  prominence. 

The  affected  governments  fully  understand  that  DOE's  fimding  for  site 
characterization  has  been  reduced  considerably.  We,  therefore,  fully  expect  that 
with  limited  resources  available  our  oversight  activities  would  have  to  be  reduced 
accordingly.  Providing  some  funding,  however,  to  programs  that  already 
occupy  an  extremely  small  part  of  DOE's  overall  budget  would  be  important  in 
enabling  oversight  to  continue. 

We,  therefore,  respectfully  request  that  the  House  Energy  and  Water 
Development  Appropriations  Subcommittee  carefully  consider  the  importance  of 
local  government  participation  in  this  program  and  restore  program  funding  to 
the  affected  governments.  My  staff  is  available,  at  your  convenience,  to  more 
fully  elaborate  on  the  oversight  activities  that  Clark  County  has  performed  to 
date,  and  in  describing  the  issues  that  are  important  to  Clark  County  on  this 
important  program.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration  on  this  important  matter. 

appcomjnd 
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Jim  Edoar 

GOVERNOK 


State  of  Illinois 

Office  of  the  Governor 

Springfield  e270« 


March  6, 19% 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers 

Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

H-218,  The  Capitol 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Please  consider  this  as  formal  testimony  conveying  the  State  of  Illinois'  interest 
concerning  the  Fiscal  Year  1997  ^propriations  for  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  I 
ask  your  consideration  of  and  favorable  action  upon  the  state's  requests. 

The  enclosed  list  identifies  those  Corps  of  Engineers'  projects  of  highest  priority 
to  the  State  of  Illinois.  Five  state  agencies  reviewed  these  projects  and  found  them 
worthwhile  based  on  need,  cost,  local  sponsorship,  and  Corps  interest.  The  list  includes 
both  items  that  we  expect  to  be  in  the  Administration's  FY  97  bucket  request  and  others 
of  the  highest  priority  that  we  propose  for  q)ecial  consideration. 

I  recoomiend  inclusion  of  all  of  these  projects  in  the  FY  1997  Energy  and  Water 
Developinent  Appropriations  Act.  Should  you  require  any  supporting  documentation  for 
these  projects  or  other  information,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  my  Washington 
Office  (202/624-7760).  Please  include  this  correspondence  in  the  heanng  record  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 


Jim  ^gar  O 

GOVERNOR 


JE/mgc 


Pilrma  on  Recycled  Piptr 
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JIM  EDGAR,  GOVERNOR 
STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

TESTIMONY  ON  FY  1997  APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR 

U.S.  ARMY  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

CIVIL  WORKS  PROGRAM 

The  State  of  Illinois  recommends  that  the  following  ongoing  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
projects  be  funded  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1997  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations 
Act.  Funding  recommendations  are  based  on  the  latest  reliable  information  regarding 
project  needs.  Corps  capability,  priorities,  progress,  and  expected  results. 

SURVEYS 

Alexander  and  Pulaski  Counties  $3 1 9,000 

Des  Plaines  River  350,000 

Freeport  300,000 
Upper  Mississippi  &  Illinois 

Navigation  Study  13,000,000 

Waukegan  Harbor  200,000 

PRECONSTRUCTION  ENG.  &  DESIGN 

Chicago  Shoreline,  Reach  111  60,000* 

Nutwood  Drainage  &  Levee  Dist.  160,000 

CONSTRUCTION 

East  St.  Louis  5,000,000 

Four  Locks,  Illinois  Waterway  3,254,000 

Loves  Park  2,000,000 

Melvin  Price  Lock  and  Dam  2,400,000 

Mississippi  River  Between  the  Ohio  &  Missouri  Rivers  4,300,000 

Mississippi  River,  Major  Rehab: 

Lock  &  Dam  24  2,000,000 

Lock  &  Dam  25  4,300,000 

Olmsted  Lock  &  Dam  32,100,000 

Rend  Lake  (Design  Deficiency  Corrections)  300,000 

Upper  Mississippi  River  System 

EnvironmentaJ  Management  Program  1 9,45  5 ,000 
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OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Illinois  supports  the  Corps'  budget  for  continued  satisfactory  maintenance  and 
operation  of  navigation,  flood  control  and  multipurpose  projects,  and  adequate 
manpower  for  public  service  activities  related  to  the  water  resources  in  and  bordering 
on  the  state.  Also,  Illinois  urges  that  future  major  rehabilitation  of  Upper  Mississippi 
River  and  Illinois  Waterway  Locks  and  Dams  be  taken  into  account  in  future  budgets. 

ADDITIONAL  REQUESTS 

In  addition,  the  State  of  Illinois  recommends  that  the  following  high  priority  projects 
be  included  in  the  FY  1997  Corps  of  Engineers'  appropriations: 

LAKE  MICHIGAN  DIVERSION  fOperation  and  Maintenance^ 

The  Chicago  District  is  responsible  for  diversion  measurements  and  accounting  of  lake 
diversion  at  Chicago.  In  addition  to  the  normal  costs  associated  with  diversion 
accounting,  the  Corps  is  accruing  additional  expenses  associated  with  metering  and  the 
provision  of  crucial  factual  assessments  to  the  ongoing  state-federal  mediation  process 
that  should  lead  to  a  revised  accounting  system.  As  a  result,  there  is  a  need  for 
$760,000  for  FY  1997. 

CHICAGO  HARBOR  rOperation  and  Maintenance;) 

There  is  a  need  for  $4.7  million  to  rapidly  rehabilitate  the  Chicago  Lock.  Excessive 
leakage  through  this  lock  interferes  with  lake  diversion  measurements  and  accounting. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  MODEL 

There  is  a  need  for  $500,000  in  general  investigation  fimds  to  complete  a  study  of 
Mississippi  River  flood  modeling,  as  proposed  by  Gen.  Galloway's  Floodplain 
Management  Task  Force,  to  update  the  1975  system  profiles  used  for  flood  control 
planning. 

NORTH  LIRERTYVILLE  ESTATES  LEVEE 

The  state  supports  construction  of  this  Section  205  small  flood  control  project  and  is 
contributing  up  to  $200,000.  The  federal  funding  required  is  $1 .5  million. 

CHIC AGOL AND  UNDERFLOW  PLAN 

Chicagoland  Underflow  Plan  -  O'Hare  Reservoir  -  There  is  a  need  for  $2  million  to 
complete  construction  of  the  O'Hare  Reservoir  component  of  the  Chicagoland 
Underflow  Plan  for  flood  control. 
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CHAIN  OF  ROCKS  CANAI.  LEVEE 


There  is  a  need  for  $500,000  to  $800,000  to  complete  investigative  analyses 
and  to  initiate  preparation  of  plans  and  specifications  for  remedial  work. 
The  levee  lying  along  the  east  bank  of  the  Chain  of  Rocks  Canal  has  demonstrated 
design  deficiencies  which  must  be  corrected  to  adequately  protect  the  thousands  of 
residents  residing  behind  it. 

CHTCAGO  SHORELINE  fPED  and  Construction^* 

There  is  a  need  for  $60,000  to  complete  preconstruction  engineering  and  design  for  Reach 
III  of  the  Chicago  Shoreline.  In  addition,  $3  million  of  construction  general  funds  will 
allow  the  Corps  to  begin  this  crucial  erosion  control  project. 
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Metropolitan  Water  Reclamation  District  of  Greater  Chicago 

100  EAST  ERIE  STREET  CHICAGO,  ILLINOIS  60611-2803  312  /  751-5600 

Thomas  S.  Fullef 

President 

311/751-5700 


BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS 

Thomas  S.  Fuller 
President 

Kathleen  Therese  Meany 
Vice  President 
Gloria  Alltto  Majewskl 
Chairman  of  Finance 
Frank  E.  Gardner 
Joseph  E.  Gardner 
Terrence  J.  O'Brien 
Nancy  Drew  Sheehan 
Patricia  Young 
Harry  "Bus"  Youroll 


STATEMENT  OF 


Metropolitan  Water  Reclamation  District 
of  Greater  Chicago 


Regarding 
Fiscal  Year  1997  Appropriations 

for 


O'Hare,  IMcCoolc  &  Thornton  Reservoirs 
Chicagoland  Underflow  Plan 


TO:     U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
Sut>committee  on  Energy 
&  Water  Development 


N 


Honorable  John  T.  Mvers 
Chairman 


O  ^ 
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SUMMARY  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Chicagoland  Underflow  Plan 


CHARE  RESERVOIR 


$1,900,000 
Construction 


McCOOK  &  THORNTON  RESERVOIRS 
(This  0  funding  for  FY  '97  assumes  $6.7 
million  in  carry-over  funding  is  made  available 
to  this  project.) 


$0 

Construction 

(Cany-over) 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Thomas  S.  Fuller,  President 
Metropolitan  Water  Reclamation 
District  of  Greater  Chicago 
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Statement  of 

Thomas  S.  Fuller 

Metropolitan  Water  Reclamation  District 

of  Greater  Ctiicago 


On  behalf  of  the  Metropolitan  Water  Reclamation  District  of  Greater  Chicago  (District),  I 
want  to  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  this  opportunity  to  present  our  priorities  for  Fiscal 
Year  1 997  and,  at  the  same  time,  express  our  appreciation  for  your  support  of  the 
District's  projects  in  years  past.  The  District  is  the  local  sponsor  for  three  Corps  of 
Engineers  priority  projects  of  the  Chicagoland  Underflow  Plan:  the  O'Hare,  McCook 
and  Thornton  Reservoirs.  We  are  requesting  the  Subcommittee's  full  support  for  these 
vital  projects.  Specifically,  we  are  asking  that  $1 .9  million  be  included  for  the  O'Hare 
Reservoir  in  the  Subcommittee's  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Act  for 
FY  1997.  No  new  FY  1997  funding  is  needed  for  the  McCook  &  Thornton  Reservoir 
project  as  we  expect  to  use  the  $6.7  million  in  carry-over  funding  for  this  project.  The 
following  text  outlines  these  projects  and  the  need  for  the  requested  funding.  Also, 
attached  is  a  booklet  indicating  the  municipalities  in  our  area  which  benefit  from  these 
projects  and  the  need  for  the  requested  funding.  Also,  attached  is  a  booklet  indicating 
the  municipalities  in  our  area  which  benefit  from  these  projects.  The  booklet  reviews 
the  history  of  the  issues  involved,  including  newspaper  articles  and  pertinent  data  from 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Illinois  State  Water  Survey. 

The  ChlcaQoland  Underflow  Plan 

The  Chicagoland  Underflow  Plan  (CUP)  consists  of  three  reservoirs:  The  O'Hare, 
McCook  and  Thornton  Reservoirs.  The  O'Hare  Reservoir  Project  was  fully  authorized 
for  construction  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1986  (P.L.  99-662).  The 
authorization  provides  for  the  construction  of  a  1 ,050  acre-foot  floodwater  storage 
reservoir  which  will  be  connected  to  the  existing  O'Hare  segment  of  the  District's  Tunnel 
and  Reservoir  Plan  (TARP).  Adopted  in  1972,  TARP  was  the  result  of  a  multi-agency 
effort  which  included  officials  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  County  of  Cook,  City  of  Chicago 
and  the  District. 

TARP  was  designed  to  address  the  overwhelming  water  pollution  and  flooding 
problems  in  the  Chicagoland  area.  These  problems  stem  from  the  fact  that  the 
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capacity  of  the  area's  waterways  has  been  overburdened  over  the  years  and  has 
become  woefully  inadequate  in  both  hydraulic  and  assimilative  capacities.  These 
wateoArays  were  no  longer  able  to  carry  away  the  combined  sewer  overflow  discharges 
nor  were  they  able  to  assimilate  the  pollution  associated  with  these  discharges.  Severe 
basement  flooding  and  polluted  watenways,  (including  Lake  Michigan  which  is  the 
source  of  drinking  water  for  millions  of  people)  was  the  inevitable  result.  We  point  with 
pride  to  the  fact  that  TARP  was  found  to  be  the  most  cost-effective  and  socially  and 
environmentally  acceptable  alternative  for  reducing  these  flooding  and  water  pollution 
problems. 

The  plan  called  for  the  construction  of  new  "underground  rivers"  beneath  the  area's 
waterways.  The  "underground  rivers"  would  be  tunnels  up  to  35  feet  in  diameter  and 
350  feet  below  the  surface.  To  provide  an  outlet  for  these  tunnels,  reservoirs  were  to 
be  constructed  at  the  ends  of  the  tunnel  system.  Approximately,  93  miles  of  tunnels 
have  been  constructed  or  are  under  construction  at  a  total  cost  of  $2.1 5  billion  and  are 
operational.  These  tunnels  capture  the  majority  of  the  pollution  load  by  capturing  all  of 
the  small  storms  and  the  first  flush  of  the  large  storms.  Another  16  miles  of  tunnels 
costing  $409  million  need  to  be  completed.  The  tunnels  currently  have  no  place  to 
discharge  when  they  fill  up  during  large  rainstorms  because  the  O'Hare,  Thornton  and 
McCook  Reservoirs  have  not  been  built  yet.  Without  these  outlets,  the  local  drainage 
has  nowhere  to  go  when  large  storms  hit  the  area.  Therefore,  the  combined 
stormwater  and  sewage  back  up  into  over  550,000  homes. 

The  O'Hare  Reservoir  -  Chlcaaoland  Underflow  Plan 

The  O'  Hare  Reservoir  project  is  the  first  component  of  CUP,  the  Corps'  reservoir  plan. 
Understanding  the  severe  flood  threat  to  the  densely  populated  north  central  Cook 
County  area.  Congress  authorized  the  project  in  1 986.  The  project's  1 ,050  acre-feet  of 
storage  is  the  optimum  cost-effective  storage  capacity  for  flood  control  purposes.  In  the 
FY  1 990  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  Act,  Congress  provided  $1 .5 
million  in  first-year  construction  funds  for  the  O'Hare  Reservoir  and  specified  that  the 
reservoir  be  built  to  at  least  1 ,050  acre-feet  in  size  as  authorized,  and  in  full  accordance 
with  the  cost-sharing  percentages  specified  in  Section  1 03  (a)  of  the  Water  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1986.  The  FY  1992  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Appropriations  Act  provided  $4.0  million  in  third-year  construction  funds  to  continue 
construction  on  the  O'Hare  Reservoir  project  and  contained  language  directing  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  award  continuing  contracts  until  construction  is  completed.  Total 
Federal  funding  contributed  since  1990  is  $21 .6  million  for  this  project.  As  we  have 
stated  to  this  Committee  over  the  years,  the  District  is  the  local  sponsor  for  this  project 
and  is  fully  committed  to  it.  The  District  has  already  purchased  the  necessary  land  at  a 
cost  of  $4.4  million  and  has  spent  $3.0  million  for  utility  relocation.  The  District  will 
continue  to  meet  its  remaining  cost-sharing  obligations  under  the  law,  and  will 
contribute  $1 .6  million  in  cash  for  this  project. 

Based  on  the  present  high  flood  risk  and  potential  damage  due  to  inadequate  channel 
capacity,  we,  along  with  our  supportive  congressional  delegation,  are  requesting  that 
the  Subcommittee  include  $1 .9  million  to  complete  critical  construction  work  on  the 
O'Hare  Reservoir  project  in  the  FY  1997  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Appropriations  Act.  With  this  ability,  we  will  be  completing  the  prototype  reservoir  for 
the  overall  TARP  system.  We  are  pleased  to  be  completing  this  first  fully  operating 
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element  and  bringing  critical  flood  protection  to  the  north  central  Chicagdand  area,  an 
area  which  has  t^een  ravaged  in  years  past. 

Based  on  two  successive  Presidentially-declared  flood  disasters  in  our  area  in  1 986 
and  again  in  1987  and  dramatic  flooding  last  June,  we  t}elieve  the  probability  of  this 
type  of  flood  emergency  occurring  before  implementation  of  the  critical  flood  prevention 
meaisure  is  quite  high.  As  the  public  agency  for  the  greater  Chicagoland  area 
responsible  for  water  pollution  control,  and  as  the  regional  sponsor  for  flood  control,  we 
have  an  obligation  to  protect  the  health  and  safety  of  our  citizens.  We  are  asking  your 
support  in  helping  us  achieve  this  necessary  and  important  goal  of  construction  and 
completion. 

The  McCook  and  Thornton  Reservoirs .  ChlcaQoland  Underflow  Plan 

The  McCook  and  Thornton  Reservoirs  of  the  CNcagoland  Underflow  Plan  (CUP)  were 
fully  authorized  for  construction  in  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1988  (P.L 
1 00-676).  CUP,  as  previously  discussed,  is  a  flood  protection  plan  that  is  designed  to 
reduce  basement  arid  street  flooding  due  to  combined  sewer  back-ups.  These  projects 
are  the  second  and  third  components  of  CUP,  they  consist  of  reservoirs  to  be 
constructed  in  existing  quarries  at  McCook  in  west  suburban  Chicago  and  Thornton  in 
south  suburban  Chicago. 

These  reservoirs  will  provide  a  storage  capacity  of  1 5.3  billion  gallons  and  will  produce 
annual  benefits  of  $75  million.  The  total  potential  annual  benefits  of  these  projects  are 
approximately  twice  as  much  as  their  total  annual  cost.  The  District,  as  the  local 
sponsor,  is  actively  pursuing  land  acquisition  for  these  three  projects,  and  is  prepared 
to  meet  its  cost  sharing  obligations  under  P.L.  99-662. 

These  projects  are  a  very  sound  investment  with  a  high  rate  of  return.  They  will 
enhance  the  quality  of  life  and  the  safety  and  the  peace  of  mind  of  the  residents  of  this 
region.  The  State  of  Illinois  has  endorsed  these  projects  and  has  urged  their 
implementation.  In  professional  circles,  these  projects  are  hailed  for  their 
farsightedness,  innovation,  and  benefits. 

We  take  particular  pride  in  the  Thornton  Reservoir  because  of  our  contribution  to  the 
project.  Our  staff  saw  reason  to  invest  time  and  talent  to  review  and  evaluate  the  draft 
recommendations  for  the  Thornton  Reservoir,  which  the  Corps  of  Engineers  first 
released  in  February  1 986.  We  are  proud  that  our  review  and  evaluation  resulted  in  the 
formulation  of  proposals  for  design  changes  which  can  produce  $24  million  in  savings 
to  the  taxpayers  at  large.  These  changes  involved  coordination  and  consolidation 
between  four  agencies  at  the  federal,  state  and  local  levels,  and  were  welcomed  by  the 
Corps  arxj  incorporated  in  the  final  report. 

We  have  been  very  pleased  that  over  the  years  the  Subcommittee  has  seen  fit  to 
include  critical  levels  of  funds  for  this  important  project.  We  were  delighted  to  see  the 
$1 1 ,500,000  in  unobligated  construction  funds  included  in  the  Administration's  FY  1 996 
budget.  However,  it  is  critical  that  we  receive  carry-over  funds  in  FY  1 997  to  maintain 
the  commitment  to  this  project.  Given  the  Corps'  progress.  Congress'  direction  and  in 
order  to  provide  critical  fiood  relief,  the  District  is  urgently  requesting  that  the 
Subcommittee  include  $6.7  million  in  carry-over  construction  funding  for  the  McCook 
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and  Thornton  Reservoir  projects  in  the  FY  '97  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Appropriations  Act. 

Summary 

Given  the  broad  sweep  of  our  jurisdiction  and  the  severity  of  flooding  in  our  area,  the 
Corps  was  compelled  to  develop  a  plan  that  would  compliment  the  uniqueness  of 
TARP  and  be  sizable  enough  to  accommodate  our  service  area.  With  a  combined 
sewer  area  of  375  square  miles,  consisting  of  the  City  of  Chicago  and  51  contiguous 
suburbs,  there  are  550,000  homes  within  our  jurisdiction  which  are  subject  to  flooding 
at  any  time.  Of  these,  185,000  homes  flood  on  a  regular  basis  because  of  inadequate 
conveyance  and  outlet  capacity. 

The  annual  damages  sustained  exceed  $1 50  million.  If  these  projects  were  in  place, 
these  damages  could  be  eliminated.  We  must  consider  the  safety  and  peace  of  mind 
of  the  two  million  people  who  are  affected  as  well  as  the  disaster  relief  funds  that  will  be 
saved  when  these  projects  are  in  place.  As  the  public  agency  in  the  greater 
Chicagoland  area  responsible  for  water  pollution  control,  and  as  the  regional  sponsor 
for  flood  control,  we  have  an  obligation  to  protect  the  health  and  safety  of  our  citizens. 
We  are  asking  your  support  in  helping  us  achieve  this  necessary  and  important  goal.  It 
is  absolutely  critical  that  the  Corps'  work,  which  has  been  proceeding  for  several  years, 
be  continued  on  schedule. 

Therefore,  we  urgently  request  that  $1 .9  million  be  included  in  the  FY  1 997  Energy  and 
Water  Development  Appropriations  Act  to  complete  construction  for  the  O'Hare 
Reservoir  and  $6.7  million  in  carry-over  construction  funding  for  the  McCook  and 
Thornton  Reservoirs  be  included  in  the  appropriations  bill. 

Again,  we  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  its  support  of  our  projects  over  the  years  and  we 
thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration  of  our  request  this  year. 
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Lower  Platte  South 

Natural  Resources  District 


312S  Portia 

P.O.  Box  83581 

Unooln,  NE  88501 


402/476-2729 
FAX  402/478-6454 


February  27,  1996 


Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations 
2372-RHOB 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 


Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

Please  accept  fifteen  copies  of  this  letter  for  the  written  record  as  the  testimony  of  the  Lower 
Platte  South  Natxiral  Resources  District  for  consideration  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and 
Water  Development. 

The  District  supports  the  requested  $175,000  fimding  level  for  Fiscal  Year  1997  for  the 
Feasibility  Study  on  Antelope  Creek  in  Lincoln,  Nebraska.    The  Reconnaissance  Study  of 
Antelope  Creek  completed  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  showed  that  a  feasible  flood 
control  project  was  likely  and  recommended  that  the  study  continue  into  the  Feasibility  Phase. 

The  Antelope  Creek  Feasibility  Study  commenced  on  March  1,  1995,  after  a  lengthy 
negotiation  process.  The  Lower  Platte  South  Natural  Resources  District  is  the  primary  local 
sponsor  for  the  Study  under  the  Federal  Cost-Share  Agreement  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
The  City  of  Lincoln  and  the  University  of  Nebraska-Lincoln  are  partners  with  the  District  in 
this  study.  The  Corps  recently  completed  the  Problem  Identification  Phase  and  will  start  in 
March  on  the  Plan  Fonnulation  Phase. 

This  Study  is  being  performed  coincident  with  a  major  transportation  corridor  study  sponsored 
by  the  City  of  Lincoln,  with  financial  participation  by  the  Nebraska  Department  of  Roads  and 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration.   The  two  studies  dovetail  and  will  develop 
transportation,  flood  control  and  drainage,  and  community  redevelopment  alternatives  within 
the  same  geographic  corridor.    This  partnering  effort  between  two  federal  agencies,  one  state 
agency,  and  three  local  agencies  is  noteworthy,  and  all  the  participants  are  committed  to  this 
endeavor. 
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We  appreciate  the  past  funding  for  the  Reconnaissance  Study  and  for  the  Feasibility  Study  for 
the  Antelope  Creek  Flood  Control  Study  and  are  anxious  to  continue  the  study  to  a  successful 
conclusion. 


Sincerely, 


jzi^/-s 


Glenn  D.  Johnsi 
General  Manager 


GDJ:gdj 
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IOWA  State  University 


Office  of  the  Director 

Insdrnte  for  Physical  R«earch  and  Technology  *"  r,:!':!,. 

515294-6551 

FAX  515  294-2361 


February  27,  1996 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers 

Chairman,  Energy  and  Water  Subcommittee 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

2362  Raybum  House  OflBce  Building 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

n«  fh.  n  ^^^  tosubmit  testimony  in  comiection  with  the  scheduled  subcommittee  hearings 
on  the  Department  of  Energy's  Fiscal  Year  1997  Appropriation  BiD.  ™'"^'°°^««  ''^^gs 

for  the  ^^'i^Zl^'^ll'Tu'^'Tf'  ^  ^'  ^°^'^  management  and  operating  contractor 
c!^.!=^  Laboratory,  whrch  has  the  distinction  of  being  located  centrally  on  the  Iowa  State 
l^Z  ^^"^^'^  \«^^"«  opportunity  for  close  mteraction  betweenTblrory  r^^^S 
S^sTLXTanT^^rSl^n^^"^^^^^ 

The  testimony  demonstrates  how  this  partnershq)  relationship  is  of  areat  benefit  to  th. 
to  provide  this  testmiony  m  support  of  our  continuing  partnership  with  DOE.  ^^ 

Yours  smcerely. 


_      rector,  IPRT 

JAS/cc 
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United  States  Home  of  Representatives 
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Energy  and  Water  Subcommittee 


Hearings  On:  Department  of  Energy  Appropriations  for 
Fiscal  Year  1997 

February  28, 1996 


Statement  Submitted  by: 

Joel  A.  Snow 

Director,  Institute  of  Physical  Research  &  Technology 

Iowa  State  University 

Ames,  Iowa  50011 
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Iowa  State  University 

Testimony  -  House  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations 

February  27-28,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman: 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  testimony  in  cormection  with  the 
Department  of  Energy' s  Appropriation  for  Fiscal  Year  1 997.  In  addition  to  the 
Department's  important  responsibilities  for  national  security,  environmental 
restoration  and  energy  technology  development,  the  Department  plays  a  crucial  role 
in  the  federal  support  of  fundamental  science. 

This  is  particularly  the  case  at  Iowa  State  University,  ^^dlere  DOE  support  of 
the  Ames  Laboratory  represents  over  50%  of  the  University's  external  support  for 
research  in  the  physical  sciences  and  engineering.  The  principal  purpose  of  our 
testimony  today  is  to  bring  you  the  DOE  success  story  resulting  from  this 
partnership.  Embedding  the  Ames  Laboratory  in  Iowa  State  University  produces 
high  quality  basic  and  applied  science  at  bargain  basement  prices.  Benefits,  both 
direct  and  indirect,  for  the  nation  are  widespread. 

Ames  Laboratory  has  been  contributing  to  the  missions  of  the  Department 
and  its  predecessor  agencies  since  the  Manhattan  Project.  In  those  early  days  Iowa 
State  University  scientists  discovered  the  key  technological  steps  in  purifyiag  large 
quantities  of  uranium  needed  in  the  race  to  develop  nuclear  weapons.  Subsequently 
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these  scientists  did  the  research  needed  to  understand  properties  of  uranium  and 
other  related  metals  required  for  nuclear  power  development.  Since  then,  Ames 
Laboratory  has  continued  to  be  a  major  international  center  of  expertise  in  the 
chemical  and  materials  sciences  and  has  developed  programs  of  comparable  stature 
in  computing,  apphed  mathematics  and  in  applying  all  of  these  scientific  disciplines 
to  environmental  restoration  and  waste  management. 

What's  imique  about  Ames  Laboratory  is  that  it  is  located  in  the  center  of  the 
Iowa  State  University  campus.  Most  of  the  Laboratory's  scientific  and  technical 
leaders  are  also  faculty  members  at  Iowa  State  and  are  dedicated  to  the  land-grant 
university  traditions  of  public  service,  as  well  as  education  and  research.  Iowa  State 
graduate  students,  postdoctoral  fellows,  and  even  undergraduate  students  work  at 
the  Laboratory  side  by  side  with  fiill-time  Laboratory  employees  in  a  long-standing 
federal-state  partnership. 

The  Secretary  of  Energy  Advisory  Board  Report  on  the  DOE  Laboratories, 
chaired  by  Mr.  Robert  Galvin,  observed  that  it  is  important  for  all  the  national 
laboratories  to  have  close  ties  with  universities.  At  Iowa  State  the  ties  could  hardly 
be  closer  since  so  many  of  the  Ames  Laboratory  staff  have  dual  citizenship  as 
university  faculty  members  and  students.  The  relationship  provides  for  a  very 
strong  set  of  incentives  to  maintain  the  high  quahty  of  the  research.  Not  only  does 
Ames  Laboratory,  like  other  labs,  have  visiting  review  committees  that  examine 
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periodically  the  quality  of  the  scientific  programs,  but  also  the  faculty  members, 
postdoctoral  fellows  and  graduate  students  are  held  to  the  rigorous  quahty  standards 
required  for  them  to  make  progress  in  their  university  roles.  This  is  particularly  the 
case  where  Ames  Laboratory  research  provides  the  basis  for  Masters  and  PhD 
theses,  and  for  promotion  decisions,  that  are  scrutinized  very  carefully  within  the 
university. 

The  annual  appraisals  of  the  laboratory  by  DOE  show,  year  after  year,  the 
very  highest  ratings  for  the  quahty  of  Ames  Laboratory  scientific  research.  In 
addition,  the  Department  of  Energy  funding  underwrites  the  training  of  the  next 
generation  of  leading  scientists  in  the  fields  in  which  the  laboratory  specializes. 

The  overall  record  of  success  at  the  Ames  Laboratory  is  highly  impressive. 
Where  the  Department  has  used  competitive  processes  to  select  new  initiatives  in 
such  fields  as  material  sciences,  Ames  Laboratory  has  been  extraordinarily 
successful  in  comparison  with  much  larger  DOE  labs.  In  1993  an  initiative  was 
selected  on  magneto-optic  materials,  in  1994  on  photonic  band  gap  materials  and  in 
1995  on  the  surface  and  interface  properties  of  quasicrystals.  Each  of  these  projects 
is  in  a  broad  generic  area  that  has  potential  apphcations  to  a  wide  range  of  needs  of 
private  industry.  Each  project  involves  a  multidisciplinary  team  approach,  drawing 
on  ejqjertise  from  outside,  as  well  as  inside,  the  Ames  Laboratory.  The  work  on 
photonic  band  gap  and  magneto  optic  materials  may  lead  to  ^\ilole  new  types  of 
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ultra  high  speed  electronic  and  photonic  devices,  while  the  quasicrystal  work  is 
leading  to  a  new  class  of  high  strength  thin  film  protective  surfaces  for  metal  and 
plastic  parts. 

With  the  assistance  of  ISU's  extensive  experience  in  technology  transfer  to 
private  industry,  Ames  Laboratory  has  been  particularly  effective  in  generating 
patentable  inventions  that  have  then  been  licensed  to  private  industry  for  further 
development.  Ames  Laboratory  has  been  among  the  leaders  in  the  receiving  R&D 
100  Awards  given  by  R&D  Magazine  for  the  100  most  commercially-promising 
iim'ovations  each  year,  even  though  Ames  Laboratory  is  far  smaller  than  most  DOE 
laboratories  and  has  had  relatively  little  funding  firom  the  technology  development 
and  technology  transfer  programs  of  the  Department.  Moreover,  by  being 
embedded  directly  in  the  University,  Ames  Laboratory  has  ready  access  to  the 
expertise  of  70  academic  departments  and  almost  100  other  research  centers  and 
institutes  foimd  throughout  the  University.  The  result  is  that  Ames  Laboratory  can 
assemble  a  team  of  experts  rapidly  to  address  almost  any  significant  scientific  issue 
and  can  respond  flexibly  to  new  federal  needs  and  requirements. 

The  Ames  Lab-Iowa  State  relationship  thus  leads  to  very  significant  benefits. 
For  the  DOE,  it  ensures  that  very  high  quality  and  innovative  mission-related 
research  is  carried  out.  For  the  University,  it  provides  stable  participation  in 
internationally  recognized  scientific  programs  for  faculty  and  students.  For  the 
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taxpayer,  the  costs  of  cairying  out  research  in  this  mode  are  significantly  lower  than 
at  most  other  laboratories. 

Through  combining  a  high  level  of  scientific  creativity  with  a  high  level  of 
cost-effectiveness,  Ames  Laboratory  is  probably  the  best  bargain  in  the  entire 
Department  of  Energy  research  enterprise.  The  DOE  research  laboratories,  of 
course,  are  a  system,  and  Ames  Laboratory's  long-range  success  depends  also  on 
the  success  of  our  peer  institutions,  particularly  those  that  house  unique  scientific 
facihties  or  bring  special  talents  to  research  partnerships.  While  we  are  not 
equipped  to  house  landmark  facihties  like  the  Advanced  Photon  Source  or  the 
Tevatron  accelerator,  we  do  provide  scientific  talent  to  help  use  such  facihties  in 
contributing  to  the  nation's  overall  scientific  endeavor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  beheve  that,  taken  together,  the  DOE  laboratory  system 
and  the  universities  that  work  so  closely  with  these  laboratories,  can  continue  to 
make  extraordinarily  important  contributions  to  strengthening  the  nation's  science 
and  technology  base.  We  beheve  that  Ames  Laboratory  and  Iowa  State  University 
have  proven  to  be  particularly  effective  in  carrying  out  the  DOE's  scientific 
missions.  We  hope  that  your  own  strong  support  of  this  important  national 
investment  in  our  future  will  continue. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  prepared  remarks  and  I  would  be  glad  to 
answer  any  questions  that  you  may  have. 
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College  of  Engineering  and  Applied  Science 

Roben  L  McCrory 

Director 

Laboratory  for  Laser  Energetics 

250  East  River  Road    Rochester.  New  York  14623-1299 


26  Februaty  1996 


TEL  716    275  4873 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers 

Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Gsmmittee  on  impropriations 

2372  Raybum  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  DC  20515-1407 

Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

I  respectfully  request  that  the  attached  statement  for  the  record  be  included  as 
part  of  the  Subcommittee's  record  for  Ae  hearing  concerning  the  Department  of 
Energy's  budget  request  (Defense  Programs)  for  FY97. 

The  University  is  most  s^ptedative  of  the  considerable  support  that  you  and 
the  Subcommittee  have  given  die  inertial  fusion  program  at  the  University  of 
Rochester. 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  this  request 

Since 


Robert  L.  McCtory 
Professor 


RLM:j 

Enclosure:  "Inertial  Confinement  Fusion  at  the  University  of  Rochester,  February  1996" 
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Inertial  Confinement  Fusion  at  the  University  of  Rochester 


February  1996 


Summary  and  Requested  Action 

The  Department  of  Energy's  (DOE)  Defense  Programs'  strategy  relies  on  maintaining  the 
technology  infrastructure  and  core  competencies  to  insure  that  the  U.  S.  nuclear  deterrent  is  credible 
while  contributing  to  the  U.  S.  research  base.  The  National  hiertial  Confinement  Fusion  (ICF)  program 
plays  a  central  role  in  the  stockpile  stewardship  technology  program  with  the  threefold  laboratory 
mission:  (1)  To  demonstrate  the  ignition  of  small  masses  of  thermonuclear  fuel,  (2)  To  provide  access  to 
physics  regimes  of  interest  in  nuclear  weapon  design  and  to  provide  nuclear-weapons-related  physics 
data,  and  (3)  To  provide  an  above-ground  simulation  capability  for  nuclear  weapons  studies  and  effects. 
With  cessation  of  underground  nuclear  tests  and  contraction  of  the  nuclear  weapons  research  and 
development  effort,  ICF  is  a  vital  component  of  the  DOE's  technology-based  stockpile  stewardship 
program.  A  potential  long-tenn  benefit  is  that  ICF  could  provide  a  source  of  environmentally  acceptable 
and  economically  competitive  civilian  power. 

The  University  of  Rochester's  Laboratory  for  Laser  Energetics  (LLE),  a  participant  in  ICF 
research  since  the  1970s,  is  the  only  ICF  program  that  has  been  jointly  supported  by  the  Federal 
government,  State  government,  industry,  utiUties,  and  a  university.  At  relatively  small  comparative  cost 
to  the  government,  LLE  makes  contributions  to  the  National  program  and  transfers  technology  to  the 
public  and  private  sectors  through  the  training  of  graduate  students  and  interactions  with  industry  and 
other  Federal  laboratories.  The  facility  serves  as  a  National  laser  users'  faciUty  benefiting  scientists 
throughout  the  country.  The  OMEGA  laser  is  now  the  highest  power  ultraviolet  fusion  laser  in  the  world. 

The  Laboratory's  prime  mission  is  to  vaUdate  the  direct-drive  option  for  ICF.  There  is  a  close 
collaboration  among  LLE,  Lawrence  Livennore  National  Laboratory  (LLNL),  and  Los  Alamos  National 
Laboratory  (LANL)  to  support  the  demonstration  of  ignition  and  gain  in  the  laboratory,  the  objective  set 
by  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences'  (NAS)  review  of  the  National  program  in  1990. 

Reviews  of  the  Rochester  program  by  the  NAS  and  the  Inertial  Confinement  Fusion  Advisory 
Committee  (ICFAC)  reconmiended  the  OMEGA  Upgrade  and  the  potential  of  direct  drive  as  high 
priorities  in  the  National  program.  The  OMEGA  Upgrade  was  successfully  completed  on  time,  on 
original  budget  ($61,000,000  total  construction  cost),  and  exceeded  all  acceptance  test  criteria  (45,0(X) 
Joules  of  ultraviolet  Ught — 50%  above  the  30,000  Joule  design  specification!).  OMEGA  is  the  newest  of 
Defense  Programs'  facilities.  We  take  pride  in  having  established  a  new  neutron  yield  record  of  100 
trillion  neutrons.  The  OMEGA  Upgrade  is  the  only  facUity  that  can  demonstrate  the  scientific  potential 
of  direct  drive  to  provide  a  modest-  to  high-gain  energy  option  for  the  Nation.  ICFAC,  in  its  February 
1996  report^  emphasized  the  priority  of  conducting  cryogenic  experiments  on  OMEGA  by  FY99.  The 
DOE-approved  funding  profile  in  the  Cooperative  Agreement  for  the  LLE  program,  for  operation  of  the 
new  faciUty  is  shown  in  the  table  below. 


FY93 

FY94 

FY95 

FY96 

FY97 

Operations 

$15,590,000 

$16,498,180 

$17,165,770 

$18,191,770 

$19,150J70 

Capital 

$23,410,000 

$8,700,000 

$3,600,000 

$1,900,000 

$2,000,000 

Total 

$39,000,000 

$25,198,180 

$20,765,770 

$20,091,770 

$21,150,770 

To  provide  the  operations  support  for  program  deUverables  and  operation  of  the  OMEGA 
Upgrade,  and  maintain  the  training  programs  at  Rochester,  a  total  authorization  and  appropriation  of 
$21.150.770  ($19,150,770  for  operations,  and  $2,000,000  for  capital  equipment)  is  requested  for  the 
University  of  Rochester  for  FY97. 


—  Page  2  of  5  — 
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Background 

Thermonuclear  fusion  is  the  process  by  which  nuclei  of  low  atomic  weights,  such  as  hydrogen, 
combine  to  form  higher  atomic  weight  nuclei  such  as  heUum.  In  this  process  some  of  the  mass  of  the 
original  nuclei  is  lost  and  transformed  to  energy  in  the  form  of  high-energy  particles.  Energy  from  fusion 
reactions  is  the  most  basic  form  of  energy  in  the  universe;  our  sun  and  all  other  stars  produce  energy  by 
thermonuclear  fusion  reactions  occurring  in  their  interior.  Fusion  is  also  the  process  that  provides  the 
vast  destructive  power  of  thermonuclear  weapons. 

To  initiate  fusion  reactions,  the  fuel  must  be  heated  to  tens  of  millions  of  degrees.  In  stellar 
bodies,  containment  is  possible  because  of  the  large  gravitational  force.  On  earth,  ICF  involves  the 
heating  and  compression  of  fusion  fuel  by  the  action  of  intense  laser  or  particle  beam  drivers.  There  are 
two  approaches  to  ICF,  direct  and  indirect  drive:  indirect  drive  involves  the  conversion  of  beam  energy  to 
X  rays  to  compress  a  fuel  capsule  in  an  enclosure  called  a  hohlraum;  direct  drive  involves  the  direct 
irradiation  of  a  spherical  fuel  capsule  by  energy  from  a  laser  and  may  be  more  efficient  energetically  than 
indirect  drive.  For  either  approach,  if  very  extreme  density  and  temperature  conditions  are  produced,  it  is 
possible  to  produce  many  times  more  energy  in  these  fusion  reactions  than  the  energy  provided  by  the 
drivers. 

Inertial  Confinement  Fusion  Program  Focus 

The  1990  NAS  review  of  the  ICF  program^  identified  the  program  priorities  that  were 
subsequently  endorsed  and  are  being  piu'sued  by  the  DOE.  The  NAS  report  states  "The  expeditious 
demonstration  of  ignition  and  gain  should  be  the  highest  priority  of  the  inertial  confinement  fusion  (ICF) 
program.  Adequate  funding  toward  this  goal  must  be  assured." 

The  NAS  report  identified  the  glass  lasCT  program  as  the  best  path  to  demonstrate  ignition 
(initiation  of  a  thCTmonuclear  reaction  that  can  be  self-sustaining)  and  propagating  thermonuclear  bum.  A 
recent  independent  review  completed  by  the  JASONS^  stated  "The  inertial  fusion  program  represents 
the  closest  approach  we  know  of  to  a  number  of  critical  parameters  in  the  weapon 
environment... Naturally  we  expect  continued  progress  in  further  evaluating  ignition  prospects  from 
experiments  on  Nova  and  on  OMEGA  Upgrade,  a  direct-drive  laser  facility  at  the  University  of 
Rochester..." 

DOE  has  accepted  the  recommendations  of  the  reviews,  and  substantial  progress  has  been  made. 
Encouraging  results  from  indirectly  driven  targets  from  the  NOVA  faciUty  at  LLNL  have  been  obtained. 
Based  on  these  data  ICFAC  recommended,  DOE  approved,  and  the  Congress  funded  proceeding  with  the 
design  phase  for  the  National  Ignition  Facility  (NIF).  The  purpose  of  the  NIP  is  to  demonstrate  ignition, 
propagating  bum,  and  modest  gain  in  the  laboratory.  The  NIF  project  completion  is  presently  projected  to 
be  2002  if  the  project  is  funded  and  approved  as  proposed. 

LLE  is  the  primary  focus  in  the  U.  S.  for  the  direct-drive  approach  to  ICF.  The  NAS  report  states 
that  direct  drive  may  ultimately  prove  to  be  the  best  ^proach  to  ICF  and  provide  the  most  efficient  path 
to  a  laboratory-scale  thermonuclear  capabiUty  for  both  energy  research  and  defense  technology  needs. 


—  Page  3  of  5  — 
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OMEGA  is  the  only  facility  that  can  demonstrate  the  scientific  potential  of  direct  drive  to  provide 
modest-  to  high-gain  on  the  NIP. 

For  several  years  an  extensive  collaborative  program  between  LLNL,  LANL,  and  LLE  has 
provided  data  on  basic  physics,  beam  smoothing,  and  unstable  hydrodynamics  using  available  lasCT 
facilities,  such  as  NOVA.  This  collaboration  is  continuing  on  the  OMEGA  Upgrade.  The  joint  effort 
includes  both  nuclear  weqwns  physics  experiments  and  ICF  experiments.  This  effort  is  a  key  element  in 
the  stockpile  stewardship  technology  program.  Physics  issues  for  both  ICF  and  weapons  issues  for  the 
stockpile  stewardship  program  fall  into  five  broad  categories;  irradiafion  uniformity,  laser  eno-gy 
coupling  and  transport,  lasCT-plasma  interaction  physics,  hydrodynamic  stability,  and  hot-spot  and  main- 
fuel-layer  physics.  The  OMEGA  Upgrade  and  NIF  programs  are  complementary.  Figure  1  illustrates  the 
schedule  for  the  glass  laser  facihties  to  be  used  in  the  National  program  plan  for  inertial  fusion. 
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Fig.  1  Schedule  for  the  operation  of  NOVA,  the  OMEGA  Upgrade,  and  the  NIF. 

The  figure  illustrates  how  the  National  program  has  been  structiu-ed  to  provide  a  full  complement 
of  mature  experimental  faciUties  from  the  present  to  the  future.  If  the  NIF  adheres  to  DOE's  present 
schedule,  construction  of  NIF  will  result  in  the  eventual  shut  down  of  the  NOVA  laser,  with  OMEGA  as 
the  principal  facility  to  continue  experimental  work  during  the  final  phases  of  NIF  construction. 
Although  the  l  T  .F.  program  is  focused  on  direct  drive,  OMEGA  is  capable  of  indirect  drive  (hohlraum) 
expoiments  as  well.  Both  LANL  and  LLNL  presoitiy  plan  to  use  the  indirect  drive  capabilities  of 
OMEGA  in  the  future.  An  indirect-drive  experiment  will  be  conducted  on  OMEGA  during  the  present 
(FY96)  fiscal  year. 
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The  LLE  Program  for  FY97 

The  OMEGA  Upgrade  system  delivers  45,000  Joules  of  temporally  shaped,  ultraviolet  (351  mn) 
light  to  direct-drive  targets.  Tliis  is  the  highest  energy  ever  delivered  directly  to  a  capsule  in  a  laser- 
fusion  experiment.  By  comparison,  for  example,  the  NOVA  capsules  are  driven  with  up  to  3,000  Joules 
of  energy  ( ^/isth  as  much  as  direct  drive  with  the  OMEGA  facility).  The  largo*  energy  will  yield  critical 
data  for  ignition-size  c^sules.  Both  LANL  and  LLNL  will  collaborate  with  LLE  on  many  of  these 
expoiments. 

The  goal  of  the  glass  laser  direct-drive  target  physics  program  is  to  evaluate  the  performance  of 
ca|)sules  near  ignition  conditions.  In  addition  to  providing  data  for  the  NIF,  experiments  can  validate  the 
direct-drive  configuration  on  the  NIF  that  could  result  in  two  to  three  times  higher  fusion  gains  (gain 
>  50)  ttian  those  available  with  the  baseline  (indirect-drive)  NIF  desiga 

An  important  element  of  the  direct-drive  program  on  the  OMEGA  Upgrade  is  to  demonstrate 
beam  smoothing  techniques  that  ultimately  will  produce  on-target  irradiation  uniformity  of  1%  to  2%. 
The  LLE-developed  smoothing  by  spectral  dispCTsion  (SSD)  approach  was  implemented  on  the  OMEGA 
Upgrade  in  January  of  1996  for  precision  direct-drive  expoiments  to  be  conducted  latCT  this  year.  This 
LLE  technique  has  been  implemented  on  NOVA,  and  variants  of  the  approach  are  being  incorporated  in 
the  NIF  design  to  meet  the  irradiation  uniformity  requirements  of  both  direct-  and  indirect-  drive  targets. 

The  development  of  cryogenic  fueling  is  necessary  for  the  post-NOVA-technical-contract 
ignition  optimization  experiments  as  well  as  for  the  hydrodynamically  equivalent  target  expolments  to 
be  conducted  on  the  OMEGA  Upgrade.  In  collaboration  with  LLNL  and  General  Atomics,  a  prototype 
cryogenic  c^ability  to  be  completed  in  FY99  (a  change  from  FY98  due  to  funding  short  falls)  is  being 
developed  for  the  OMEGA  Upgrade.  The  ICFAC  recommended  in  their  final  report:  "The  committee 
believes  that  experiments  are  essential  to  assessing  real  target  performance  and  benchmarking  code 
calculations.  The  first  opportunity  to  do  such  experiments  on  cryogenic  targets  approaching  NIF  size 
will  be  on  Omega... It  is  very  important  that  this  effort  be  kept  on  track  with  proper  priority  and  not 
delayed  further.  "^  Cryogenic  capabUity,  advanced  diagnostics  development,  and  beam  smoothing  are  all 
required  for  the  NIF.  TTie  OMEGA  Upgrade  will  be  the  principal  National  faciUty  to  develop  these 
technologies  for  the  program. 

LLE  attaches  a  high  priority  to  providing  education  and  training  in  the  field  of  ICF  and  related 
areas.  These  include  theoretical  and  expoimental  plasma  physics,  laser-matter  interaction  physics,  high- 
enCTgy-density  physics,  x-ray  and  atomic  physics,  ultrafast  optoelectronics,  high-powCT  laser 
development  and  applications,  nonlinear  optics,  optical  materials,  and  optical  fabrication  technology.  A 
total  of  56  graduate  students  and  19  faculty  members  of  the  UnivCTsity  of  Rochester  are  currently 
involved  in  the  unique  research  environment  provided  at  LLE  and  represent  many  dq)artments  within  the 
UnivCTSity,  including  Mechanical  Engineolng,  the  Institute  of  Optics,  Physics  and  Astronomy,  Electrical 
Engineering,  and  Chemical  Engineering.  More  than  65  undergraduate  students  receive  research 
experience  annually  at  LLE.  A  high-school  summ^  science  program  exposes  ten  talented  students  each 
year  to  the  research  environment  and  encourages  them  to  consido^  carets  in  science  and  engineoing. 
Many  LLE  graduates  have  made  important  scientific  contributions  in  National  laboratories,  universities, 
and  industrial  research  centers. 
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March  1, 1996 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

U.  S.  House  of  Representatives  Committee  on  Appropriations 

2362  House  Raybum  Office  Building 

Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

The  National  Organization  of  Test,  Research,  and  Training  Reactors  (TRTR)  respectively  requests  that  the  attached 
testimony  be  included  in  the  record  of  your  subcommittee's  appropriation  hearings  on  the  FY97  budget.  Specifically, 
\we  wish  to  comment  on  the  importance  of  maintaining  productive  research  reactor  facllFtles  on  campuses  throughout 
the  natk>n  which  are  vital  to  the  research  of  the  many  multldisciplinary  users  of  those  facilities. 

The  primary  issue  we  address  is  the  "University  nuclear  science  and  support"  line  item  in  the  budget  for  the 
Department  of  Energy,  Office  of  Nuclear  Energy.  In  our  testimony,  we  characterize  the  critical  national  needs  that  are 
served  by  this  support  and  review  progress  in  addressing  the  recommendations  of  recent  studies  of  these  topics  by 
the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the  Department  of  Energy.  Our  conclusion  is  that  the  funding  level  that 
existed  eariy  in  the  decade  is  appropriate  and  should  tie  restored  for  FY97. 

We  thank  you  for  your  past  and  continued  support  of  this  important  facet  of  our  nattonal  educational  Infrastructure. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Marcus  H.  Voth,  Chairman 

TRTR  University  Reactor  Support  Committee 

MHV/401 7.96 
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TNTROnUCTTON  AND  SUMMARY 

This  testimony  is  submitted  by  Marcus  H.  Voth,  E>irector  of  tiie  Radiation  Science  and  Engineering 
Center,  The  Pennsylvania  State  University  and  Chairman  of  the  University  Reactor  Support 
Committee  of  the  National  Organization  of  Test,  Research,  and  Training  Reactors  (TRTR).  TRTR 
is  made  up  of  the  directors  and  managers  of  US  research  and  test  reactors,  including  34  currendy 
operating  university  research  reactors  GJRRs)  on  32  campuses  in  25  states. 

On  behalf  of  TRTR,  we  wish  to  thank  this  subcommittee  for  its  past  vision  and  leadership.  During 
the  1980's,  URRs  were  permanendy  shut  down  at  the  rate  of  two  per  year.  With  the  support  of 
this  committee,  $1M  per  year  was  provided  for  FV90  through  FY93  to  upgrade  URR 
instrumentation.  It  is  noteworthy  that  there  were  no  additional  shutdowns  during  these  years. 
However,  this  important  support  was  not  appropriated  from  FY94  through  FY96  during  which 
time  three  additional  URRs  were  permanently  shut  down.  We  ask  that  Congress  take  the  positive 
steps  proposed  in  this  testimony  to  stop  this  trend. 

This  testimony  supports  the  following  conclusions: 

•  University  reactors  are  valuable  national  resources;  they  are  the  source  of 
neutrons  for  research  in  such  diverse  areas  as  medical  isotopes,  human  health, 
life  sciences,  environmental  protection,  advanced  materials,  and  food  science. 

•  University  reactors  provide  highly  qualified,  technically  knowledgeable 
personnel  needed  by  national  laboratories,  the  federal  government,  academia, 
and  private  industry  for  basic  and  applied  research  critical  to  US  technological 
competitiveness. 

•  The  National  Academy  of  Sciences  recommends  federal  support  to  maintain, 
refurbish,  modernize  and  upgrade  existing  URRs,  a  much  less  costly 
alternative  than  replacing  them.    We  believe  that  this  should  be  done  by  first 
restoring  programs  that  were  previously  funded  for  all  URRs  and  second  to 
create  URR  Centers  of  Excellence  for  the  more  research -prolific  programs. 

•  The  "University  nuclear  science  and  support"  line  item  in  the  FY96  budget  was 
$3.5M,  a  significant  reduction  from  funding  in  previous  years.    We 
respectfully  request  and  submit  justification  for  restoring  the  FY90  through 
FY93  level  of  funding  which  is  equivalent  to  $12.2M  per  year. 

MISSION  AND  CONTRIBUTIONS  OF  URRs 

University  research  reactors  in  the  United  States  form  a  fundamental  and  vital  component  in  a 
broad  spectrum  of  our  national  research  and  education  infrastructure  critical  to  such  national 
priorities  as  health  care,  education,  environment,  and  technology  transfer.  They  are  a  source  of 
neutrons  for  multidisciplinary  research  efforts  resulting  in  contributions  to  the  fields  of 
physics,  chemistry,  biology,  medicine,  epidemiology,  archeology,  environmental  sciences, 
material  sciences,  fluid  mechanics,  geology,  energy  production  and  many  other  areas. 

In  education,  URRs  are  used  for  laboratory  instruction  in  all  these  fields  with  emphasis  on 
radiation  measurement,  reactor  science  and  engineering,  and  applications  of  radiological 
techniques.  Many  of  the  reactors  serve  as  centers  for  precollege  education  programs  offered  for 
high  school  students  and  teachers  who  come  to  the  reactor  for  instructional  programs  and  research. 
URRs  also  form  the  base  for  education  of  future  scientists  and  engineers  in  the  above  mentioned 
broad  range  of  disciplines  that  use  reactor  based  techniques  to  solve  unique  problems. 

Compared  to  a  national  user  facility,  URRs  often  provide  a  superior  environment  for  graduate 
research  because  of  less  rigid  facility  scheduling,  enhanced  flexibility,  lower  operating  costs,  and 
available  local  supporting  capabilities.  They  are  a  rich  resource  for  radiation  sciences  research,  and 
can  serve  as  a  development  base  for  new  techniques  and  advanced  instrumentation  to  be  used  at 
national  centers. 
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The  professions  entered  by  URR  users  are  as  diverse  as  their  research  disciplines.  Many  who 
study  biology,  chemistry,  epidemiology,  and  radiological  health  may  enter  professions  in  medicine 
and  human  health.  Others  may  enter  professions  in  advanced  materials  research  and  development, 
energy  resources  development  and  production,  and  environmental  programs.  Education  and 
research  experience  received  at  URRs  benefit  future  employers  including  government  agencies, 
national  laboratories,  medical  practice,  academia,  and  private  industry;  this  is  one  of  the  most 
effective  and  efficient  forms  of  technology  transfer. 

The  missions  of  URRs  and  nuclear  engineering  education  are  frequently  confused  as  is  their 
relationship  to  the  commercial  nuclear  power  industry.  Nuclear  engineering  education  involves  the 
study  of  radiation  science,  including  the  operation  of  nuclear  reactors.  URRs  serve  as  radiation 
sources  and  laboratory  facilities  for  nuclear  engineering  students.  However,  nuclear  engineering  is 
only  one  of  the  numerous  disciplines  using  URR  facilities.  While  the  commercial  power  industry 
employs  nuclear  engineers,  the  majority  of  graduates  find  employment  in  other  sectors.  The  need 
for  state-of-the-art  URR  facilities  transcends  the  status  of  nuclear  power  development  through  the 
numerous  other  appUcations  for  radiation  science. 

University  research  reactors  are  used  for  environmental  studies  in  areas  such  as  acid  rain  and 
pollution  dispersion.  They  also  contribute  to  nuclear  power  technology,  the  only  demonstrated 
energy  source  which  assures  sustainable  development  of  our  planet  while  preserving  our  reserves 
of  fossil  fuels  for  consumer  and  agricultural  product  feed  stocks  rather  than  combustion  fuels.  The 
nuclear  test  ban  treaty  verification  is  also  being  supported.   Remote  radiation  monitoring 
instrumentation  able  to  sense  clandestine  weapons  testing  (components  of  a  global  atmospheric 
radionuclide  detection  system)  is  being  developed  and  tested  at  a  URR  facility. 

With  the  attention  currently  focused  on  national  health  care,  it  is  appropriate  to  address  URR 
contributions  to  medicine. 

•  Many  URRs  contribute  to  medicine  through  basic  research  in  the  life  sciences  such  as 
identifying  molecular  structures  and  interactions.  They  also  produce  and  investigate 
applications  of  radioisotopes. 

•  One  URR  (the  University  of  Missouri)  is  high  enough  in  power  to  produce  significant 
quantities  of  a  wide  variety  of  radioisotopes  for  medical  application  and  life  sciences  research. 
University  researchers  there  study  new  ways  to  use  radioisotopes  for  therapy  of  cancer  and 
other  ailments  as  well  as  using  them  to  answer  important  basic  questions  about  living 
organisms.  The  radioisotopes  from  this  URR  also  support  similar  research  across  the  country. 

•  Another  URR  (Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology)  is  investigating  the  direct  neutron 
irradiation  of  deep-seated  melanoma  (skin  cancer)  and  brain  tumors  that  have  taken  up  a 
boronated  drug.  This  treatment  is  termed  Boron  Neutron  Capture  Therapy  (BNCT).  Patient 
treatments  and  animal  studies  have  suggested  that  BNCT  may  be  effective  in  combating  these 
diseases.  In  contrast,  these  diseases  are  invariably  fatal  when  treated  with  conventional 
therapies. 

•  Neutrons  and  radioactive  isotopes  are  such  common  research  tools  that  today  well  over  half  of 
the  new  drugs  approved  by  the  FDA  are  developed  using  radiation  based  science  and 
technology.  Many  of  the  10,000,000  nuclear  medicine  tests  done  annually  eliminate  the  need 
for  exploratory  surgery,  reducing  both  the  pain  and  the  cost  of  treatment  while  improving  the 
quaUty  of  the  diagnosis. 

URR  FUNDING  NEEDS 

Most  URRs  were  constructed  in  the  late  50s  and  early  60s  with  major  federal  financing.  Since 
then,  operating  costs  have  been  borne  primarily  by  the  host  institutions  with  relatively  little  funding 
available  for  major  maintenance,  equipment  replacement,  or  upgrades.  Half  of  the  URRs 
commissioned  in  the  United  States  have  been  permanently  shut  down.  Foreign  facilities  have 
taken  over  the  lead  in  technological  competitiveness. 
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A  1988  report  by  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  entitled  University  Research  Reactors  in 
the  United  States-their  Role  and  Value,  examines  the  role  of  URRs  in  the  areas  of  research, 
education,  and  service,  especially  in  light  of  the  decreasing  numbers  of  reactors.  The  report 
concludes  that  "Policies  that  will  limit  closures  and  encourage  modemizat»Dn  of  a  substantial  subset 
of  existing  reactors,  sufficient  in  numbers  and  types  to  meet  national  and  academic  needs  for 
research,  education  and  service  are  clearly  in  the  national  interest."  The  report  recommends  an 
annual  level  of  federal  funding  for  URRs  of  $20M  (in  1988  dollars)  but  in  fact  identified  an  overall 
need  for  approximately  $35M  per  year. 

A  report  to  Congress  in  response  to  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  substantiates  the  Academy 
recommendation.  Specific  needs  totaling  nearly  $80M  were  identified.  Upon  analyzing  the  data, 
the  report  concluded  that  $6M  per  year  be  appropriated  for  five  years,  starting  in  FY96. 
(Reference:  Secretary  of  Energy  Hazel  O'Leary  to  Vice  President  Al  Gore,  May  19, 1994.)  While 
the  special  congressional  appropriation  of  $1M  per  year  for  FY90  through  FY93  met  some  specific 
instrumentation  needs,  it  was  far  short  of  that  required  for  significant  upgrades  and  new 
capabilities.  Appropriations  should  be  expanded  to  keep  pace  with  the  rate  of  obsolescence. 

We  realize  that  in  the  nation's  current  fiscal  environment  it  is  unrealistic  to  expect  the  full  level  of 
support  recommended  by  these  studies.  However,  it  is  in  the  nation's  best  long  term  interest  to 
take  two  important  steps  at  this  time.  First,  those  programs  supporting  all  URRs  through 
"University  nuclear  science  and  support"  in  the  Department  of  Energy,  Office  of  Nuclear  Energy, 
Science  and  Technology  budget  should  be  restored  to  previous  funding  levels.  Second, 
consideration  should  be  given  to  new  sources  of  funding  to  create  five  to  seven  Centers  of 
Excellence  at  the  nation's  more  productive  research  URRs  through  a  peer  review  process.  The 
Center  of  Excellence  concept  was  presented  in  oral  testimony  before  the  House  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development  by  Professor  Neil  Todreas  of  the  Massachusetts 
Institute  of  Technology  on  February  29,  1996,  and  will  not  be  repeated  here. 

The  "University  nuclear  science  and  support"  funding  has  traditionally  provided  support  for  both 
academic  programs  in  Nuclear  Engineering/Radiation  Science  Technology  and  for  University 
Research  Reactor  facilities.  This  testimony  only  addresses  the  URR  facility  portion  of  the  budget 
line  item;  the  academic  programs  are  supported  by  testimony  of  another  group,  the  Nuclear 
Engineering  Department  Heads  Organization  (NEDHO).  From  FY90  through  FY93  these 
combined  programs  were  funded  at  over  $10M  per  year.  The  total  funding  was  stepped  down  to 
$3.5M  in  FY96.  The  cost  of  restoring  programs  in  FY97  to  the  FY90  through  FY93  level, 
compared  to  the  appropriated  FY96  level,  is  as  follows: 

University  Nuclear  Science  and  Support  Needs  (in  millions) 

FY97  FY96 

Request  Appropriation 

Nuclear  Engineering/Radiation  Science  Technology 

Research  Grants  $5.0  $0.0 

Fellowships  1.0  0.0 

Utility  Match  Grants  08  0.8 

Subtotal  $6.4  $0.8 

University  Research  Reactor  Facilities 

Reactor  Fuel 
Reactor  Sharing 
Reactor  Instrumentation 

Subtotal 

TOTAL 

Each  of  these  URR  needs  is  further  explained  as  follows. 


$3.8 
0.6 
LQ 

$2.2 
0.5 
OJ) 

$5.4 

$2.7 

$12.2 

$3.5 
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Reactor  Fuel  -  Since  the  Atoms  for  Peace  program  when  the  federal  government  was  encouraging 
universities  to  join  in  developing  new  knowledge  and  applications  of  radiation  science,  the  fuel  cycle 
costs  for  university  reactors  were  provided  by  the  federal  government.  Included  is  the  loan  of 
uranium,  fuel  fabrication,  shipping  of  new  and  irradiated  fuel,  and  acceptance  of  the  spent  fuel 
elements.  The  minimum  fuel  replacement  costs  are  $2.2M  per  year.  Programs  are  in  progress  to 
improve  fuel  cycle  economics  by  designing  extended  life  fuel  elements.   There  is  also  interest  in 
removing  from  service  fuel  with  over  two  decades  of  operation.  In  addition,  the  government  has 
taken  the  position  that  the  use  of  highly  enriched  uranium  (HEU)  at  URRs  (and  throughout  the 
world)  should  be  terminated  whenever  technically  feasible  as  funds  are  available.  HEU  conversions 
have  been  progressing  on  a  systematic  basis.  The  cost  of  all  these  URR  fuel-related  issues  totals 
$3.8M  per  year. 

Reactor  Sharing  -  The  reactor  sharing  program  must  rate  among  the  most  cost-effective  and 
successful  expenditures  of  federal  funds,  as  it  makes  geographically  distributed  URRs  effectively 
available  to  many  users  as  unique  regional  resources.  This  program  allows  faculty  and  students 
from  other  universities,  community  colleges,  high  schools,  and  junior  high  schools  to  utiUze 
university  reactors.  This  has  led  to  research  projects  and  lines  of  inquiry  which  might  have  never 
occurred  had  there  not  been  a  mechanism  to  access  these  facilities.  This  is  typically  funded  at  $0.6M 
but  justified  costs  routinely  exceed  the  funds  available.  Furthermore,  funds  are  not  available  for  host 
institution  users  under  the  existing  program,  a  provision  that  should  be  changed.  To  cover  these 
additional  needs,  the  minimum  funding  needed  for  an  effective  reactor  sharing  program  is  $2.0M  per 
year.  In  an  attempt  to  keep  within  past  levels  of  expenditures,  however,  we  are  not  asking  that  the 
expansion  of  the  program  be  done  at  this  time,  leaving  the  recommended  level  of  funding  at  $0.6M 
per  year. 

Reactor  Instrumentation  -  The  cost  to  maintain  university  reactors  and  associated  laboratories  as  state 
of  the  art  teaching  and  research  facilities  is  substantial.  These  facilities,  initially  constructed  with 
major  federal  support,  have  aged  without  significant  investment  beyond  the  basic  operating  needs. 
Foreign  facilities  have  been  supported  at  much  higher  levels  and  have  in  turn  taken  over  the 
technological  competitiveness  in  many  areas.  Upgrading  existing  facilities  is  much  more  cost 
effective  than  replacing  them.  A  relatively  small  investment  in  new  equipment  proved  to  be  very 
cost-effective  during  FY90  through  FY93  when  an  annual  pool  of  $1.0M  was  provided.  We  are  not 
pursuing  the  $20M  per  year  recommended  by  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  report  or  the  $6M 
per  year  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Energy  at  this  time  for  two  reasons. 
First,  the  proposed  Centers  of  Excellence  will  meet  some  of  the  identified  needs.  Second  we  are 
simply  asking  that  programs  be  restored  to  previous  levels  and  are  not  seeking  major  increases  in 
light  of  federal  fiscal  pressures.  Therefore,  the  instrumentation  program  providing  a  pool  for 
instrumentation  upgrades  at  all  URRs  is  recommended  to  be  restored  at  $1.0M  per  year. 

The  importance  of  initiatives  such  as  those  described  above  is  that  they  send  a  powerful  message  to 
administrators  in  the  academic  community  that  national  leaders  do  see  a  need  for  URRs  and  are 
taking  steps  to  improve  the  situation.   Since  no  such  funding  was  appropriated  from 
FY94  through  FY96  it  is  particularly  important  for  academic  administrators  to  see 
tangible  evidence  of  significant,  timely  support  to  maintain  their  confidence  in  the 
federal  government's  interest  in  a  healthy  infrastructure  of  URR  capabilities. 

CONCLUSION 

University  research  reactors  have  made  major  contributions  and  continue  to  actively  support 
national  priorities  such  as  health  care,  education,  environment,  and  technology  transfer.  However, 
these  facilities  arc  aging  and  require  fiscal  support  if  they  are  to  remain  in  operation,  continue  to  be 
capable  of  cutting-edge  research,  and  compete  technologically  with  foreign  research  reactors.  By 
far  the  most  cost  effective  approach  to  optimizing  our  nation's  research  reactor  capability  is  to 
maintain,  refurbish,  modernize,  and  upgrade  our  existing  facilities.  This  should  be  accomplished 
with  a  total  of  $12.2M  for  "University  nuclear  science  and  support"  in  the  DOE-NEST  budget  of 
which  $5.4M  supports  URR  facilities  and  $6.8M  supports  academic  programs.  In  addition. 
Centers  of  Excellence  should  be  created  at  the  nation's  most  research-intensive  URRs  under  a 
separate  initiative.  Idbl009.96 
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March  4, 1996 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

U.  S.  House  of  Representatives  Committee  on  Appropriations 

2362  House  Raybum  Office  Building 

Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Myers: 

The  Nuclear  Engineering  Department  Heads  Organization  (NEDHO)  respectively 
requests  that  the  attached  written  testimony  be  included  in  the  record  of  your 
subcommittee's  appropriation  hearings  on  the  FY97  budget.  Specifically,  we  are 
commenting  on  the  importance  of  maintaining  viable  nuclear  engineering  education  and 
research  programs  on  campuses  throughout  the  nation  which  will  be  vital  to  the 
maintenance  of  the  nuclear  option  in  the  coming  decades. 

The  primary  issue  we  address  is  the  "University  reactor  fuel  assistance  and  support"  line 
item  in  the  budget  of  the  Department  of  Energy,  Office  of  Nuclear  Energy.  The  budget 
submitted  to  Congress  requested  $6,900,000,  We  characterize  the  critical  needs  that  are 
served  by  this  support  and  review  the  progress  of  addressing  the  recommendations  of  a 
recent  study  of  this  topic  by  the  National  Academy  of  Sci^ices. 

We  thank  you  for  your  past  and  continued  support  of  this  important  facet  of  our  national 
education  infrastructure. 


Sincoely, 


John  W.  Poston,  Sr. 
Professor  and  Head  and  Chair, 
Nuclear  Engineering  Department  Heads 
Organization 
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Chairman  Myers  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

This  testimony  is  submitted  by  John  W.  Poston,  Sr.,  Chair,  Nuclear  Engineering  Department 
Heads  Organization  (NEDHO).  NEDHO  is  made  up  of  the  heads  of  35  Nuclear  Engineering 
Departments  or  Programs  from  universities  in  25  different  states.  On  behalf  of  NEDHO,  I  wish 
to  thank  this  subcommittee  for  its  past  vision  and  leadership. 

BRffiF  SUMMARY  OF  REQUEST 

I  am  here  to  present  testimony  related  to  the  future  of  nuclear  engineering  education  research, 
specifically  as  it  relates  to  education  of  the  future  engineers  and  scientists  who  will  serve  in 
industry  and  government  in  this,  and  closely  aligned  fields.  The  Department  of  Energy's  1996 
budget  includes  $3,500,000  for  the  following  activities:  reactor  fuel,  reactor  sharing  and  utility 
matching  grants.  We  recommend  that  the  committee  allocate  $12,200,000  in  FY'97  for  support 
to  cover  critical  needs  in  nuclear  engineering  education  and  research,  including  maintaining  a 
strong  and  viable  research  reactor  capability  in  the  nation.  Approximately  $6,800,000  represents 
an  investment  in  nuclear  engineering  education  through  research,  matching  grants  with  utilities 
and  fellowships,  and  another  $5,400,000  represents  support  for  reactor  fuel,  reactor  sharing  and 
reactor  instrumentation  upgrades.  We  also  recommend  Uiat  a  single  federal  agency,  the  Office  of 
Nuclear  Energy,  Science  and  Technology  of  the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE),  be  designated  as 
the  lead  agency  to  oversee  the  needs  of  graduate  education  and  research  in  nuclear  engineering  at 
the  nation's  universities.  This  testimony  is  in  support  of  the  nuclear  engineering  education 
research  and  fellowship  portion  of  the  program. 

BACKGROUND 

NEDHO  consists  of  35  departments  and  programs  in  U.S.  universities,  with  their  principal 
discipline  being  nuclear  engineering,  which  involves  the  design  and  operation  of  nuclear  reactors 
and  the  application  of  radiation  and  nuclear  techniques  to  science  and  engineering.  Most  of  our 
departments  are  very  broad-based,  including  disciplines  such  as  health  and  medical  physics, 
radiation  detection  and  measurement,  thermal/hydraulics  and  materials  science  related  to  nuclear 
processes,  nuclear  fusion  and  plasma  physics,  and  the  design  and  performance  of  fission  reactors 
for  the  production  of  electricity.  We  educate  not  only  the  engineers  for  the  nuclear  power 
industry,  but  professionals  such  as  the  health  physicists  who  assist  with  radioactive  waste 
disposal  and  environmental  restoration  activities,  the  medical  physicists  involved  in  cancer 
diagnosis  and  treatment,  and  the  materials  scientists  who  develop  and  test  new  materials  for 
industry  and  research  using  radiation-based  techniques. 

FEDERAL  SUPPORT  FOR  NUCLEAR  ENGINEERING  EDUCATION  RESEARCH 
The  federal  government  has  generally  looked  to  the  DOE  to  provide  the  guidance  and  support 
needed  for  the  educational  and  research  activities  in  nuclear  engineering  at  the  universities.  The 
National  Science  Foundation  (NSF)  has  traditionally  deferred  support  for  academic  nuclear 
engineering  programs  to  the  DOE.  For  example,  faculty  members  in  other  engineering  or 
science  disciplines  can  submit  proposals  to  the  NSF  (or  DOD)  for  funding  of  research  and 
educational  programs,  but  nuclear  engineering  faculty  will  be  discouraged  from  doing  this,  with 
DOE  being  cited  as  the  appropriate  federal  agency  to  support  such  requests.  Prior  to  FY96  year, 
the  DOE  had  never  embraced  this  concept  and  had  not  provided  within  its  budget,  sufficient 
resources  to  support  these  programs  at  an  adequate  level.  Congress  recognized  the  need  for  such 
programs  and  provided  such  support  at  a  level  of  $10,100,000  M  from  FY90  through  FY93. 
This  funding  was  reduced  to  $3,700,000  in  FY94  and  FY95  when  Congress  ceased  support  of  the 
research  grant  program  and  the  DOE  failed  to  incorporate  parts  of  the  program  into  its  budget.  In 
FY96  DOE  did  incorporate  some  parts  of  the  program  into  a  larger  budget  request  of  $6, 100,(XX), 
but  Congress  approved  only  $3,500,000,  resulting  in  termination  of  the  fellowship  program. 
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The  Congressionally-mandated  programs  had  provided  Hnancial  support  for  a  number  of 
activities  in  nuclear  engineering  education  and  research  over  this  six  year  (1988-1993)  period, 
specifically: 

•  Research  grants 

•  Fellowships  for  promising  U.S.-citizen  M.S  .and  Ph.D.  students 

•  Industry  matching  funds  initiative  that  leverages  funds  from  nuclear  electric  utilities 

•  Support  of  operations  and  modifications  of  university  research  reactors. 

The  following  list  describes  these  activities  in  more  detail,  except  for  those  related  to  the  research 
reactors,  which  are  covered  in  separate  testimony  from  the  national  organization  of  Test, 
Research,  and  Training  Reactors  (TRTR): 

Research  Grants.  The  research  grant  program  is  the  first  component  of  the  nuclear  engineering 
education  program.  This  program  is  extremely  important  because  it  provides  opportunities  for 
faculty  and  students  to  explore  long-term,  innovative  initiatives  that  could  have  a  great  impact  in 
applied  nuclear  science  and  technology.  Projects  are  performed  over  two  to  three  years  allowing 
doctoral  students  the  time  necessary  to  complete  their  research  and  dissertation  as  part  of  the 
project.  In  the  six  years  FY88-FY93,  over  800  proposals  were  submitted  by  faculty  involved  in 
nuclear  engineering.  DOE  review  panels  recommended  that  250  of  these  be  supported  because 
of  their  relevance  to  the  national  needs,  or  their  promise  of  possible  major  new  technological 
development.  Due  to  the  limited  funds,  only  80  of  these  recommended  grants  were  actually 
funded,  representing  a  three-fold  shortfall  in  funds  to  support  the  proposals  that  could 
significantly  enhance  the  nation's  future  competitive  position  in  the  world  markets.  This 
acceptance  rate  of  approximately  10%  is  a  factor  of  three  less  than  the  NSF  acceptance  rate  of 
close  to  30%.  Thus,  this  program  was  among  the  most  competitive  in  the  nation  and  resulted  in 
the  highest  quality  research.  The  following  list  describes  just  of  few  of  these  projects: 

•  advanced  processes  for  high  level  waste  disposal  (Purdue  and  Louisiana  State), 

•  advanced  lasers  utilizing  neutrons  from  nuclear  reactors  (Illinois  and  Missouri), 

•  artificial  intelligence  systems  for  enhanced  power  plant  safety  and  performance 
(MIT,  Ohio  State,  Penn  State,  Tennessee,  and  Texas  A&M), 

•  radiation  damage  to  pressure  vessel  steels  and  core  components 
(California-Santa  Barbara,  Carnegie-Mellon,  Illinois,  and  Michigan),  and 

•  medical  uses  of  neutrons  or  lasers  to  cure  cancer  (Missouri  and  Georgia  Tech). 

I  estimate  that  about  250  graduate  students,  most  of  whom  eventually  wrote  their  theses  on  the 
particular  research  project,  were  supported  in  the  six  years  the  program  was  in  place.  All 
projects  were  canceled  and  the  students  were  left  without  support  when  the  program  was  left 
unfiinded  in  FY94.  The  loss  of  this  program  is  likely  to  have  serious  consequences  when 
considering  the  human  resource  needs  by  government  and  industry  for  nuclear  engineering 
graduates.  We  reconmiend  reinstatement  of  the  research  grant  program  at  the  previous  level 
(FY88-FY93)  of  $5,000,000. 

Graduate  Fellowships.  A  second  component  of  the  nuclear  engineering  education  program 
relates  to  graduate  fellowships.  These  four  year  student  stipends  attract  exceptiondly  high 
quality  U.S.  citizens  to  pursue  Ph.D.  programs.  The  demand  for  such  graduates  exceeds  the 
current  supply  because  of  the  diversity  of  areas  in  which  they  perform  research,  from  studies  of 
materials  and  radiation  damage  to  advanced  controls  and  artificial  intelligence,  to  improved 
understanding  of  thermal-hydraulic  behavior,  to  the  design  of  radiation  detection  methods  for  the 
protection  of  personnel.  Without  the  long  term  financial  support  provided  by  fellowships,  many 
of  the  most  capable  B.S.  graduates  will  bypass  graduate  school  for  high  paying  industry 
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positions,  and  their  participation  in  the  long-term  research  and  technology  developments  needed 
to  maintain  U.S.  competitiveness  will  be  lost. 

The  supply  of  highly  trained  Ph.D.s  is  becoming  more  important  in  a  world  where  nuclear  power 
is  gaining  increased  acceptance  in  poorer  nations  where  the  access  to  specialized  training  in 
reactor  safety  and  radiation  protection  is  limited.  It  will  increasingly  fall  to  graduates  of  U.S. 
universities  to  provide  the  leadership  in  the  safe,  economic  and  competitive  production  of 
electricity  by  nuclear  power  around  the  globe.  A  shortage  of  manpower  will  seriously  curtail  our 
ability  to  meet  this  challenge.  About  40  graduate  fellowships,  typically  covering  four  years  of 
support  for  doctoral  students,  are  required  to  meet  the  recommendations  of  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  (NAS)  to  encourage  talented  U.S.  students  to  enter  this  field  [1].  The 
FY96  budget  did  not  provide  for  these  fellowships,  and  as  a  consequence,  there  will  be  no  new 
fellowship  competition  in  FY97.  We  recommend  reinstatement  of  the  graduate  fellowship 
program  at  the  previous  level  of  $1,000,000  which  is  the  level  necessary  to  maintain  the  supply 
of  lughly  trained  Ph.D.s  for  industry. 

Utility  Matching  Funds.  The  third  element  of  the  nuclear  engineering  education  program  is  the 
Matching  grants  initiative.  This  Industry/DOE  program  provides  up  to  $50,000  per  year  from 
industry,  matched  by  DOE,  to  a  university  to  support  nuclear  engineering  research  and  education. 
This  innovative  and  unprecedented  program  was  initiated  by  nuclear  electric  utilities  who  were 
concerned  that  academic  departments  in  nuclear  engineering  would  not  be  able  to  maintain 
adequate  academic  programs  to  provide  the  necessary  manpower  to  keep  nuclear  power  as  a 
viable  option  for  providing  electricity  into  the  next  century.  This  program  is  instrumental  in 
promoting  stronger  ties  between  nuclear  engineering  departments  and  the  nuclear  industry,  and 
will  increase  the  efficiency  in  the  use  of  DOE  funding  through  matching  money.  This  initiative 
also  provides  enormous  flexibility  for  related  activities  such  as  faculty  recruitment,  which  is  a 
costly  expense  for  a  department.  The  program  originally  included  industry  grants  to  16 
departments,  totaling  about  $0.8  M  each  from  the  utilities  and  the  DOE.  The  program  was  fully 
funded  in  the  first  year,  but  the  DOE  contribution  was  reduced  to  $0.5  M  in  year  2.  The  utilities 
have  continued  to  honor  their  full  obligation  in  all  four  years.  We  recommend  continued  support 
of  the  program  at  the  current  level  of  $800,000  in  the  FY97  budget  in  order  to  meet  the 
objectives  of  the  Matching  grants  program. 

RATIONALE  FOR  FEDERAL  SUPPORT 

Nuclear  engineering  programs  are  unique  in  their  blend  of  engineering  and  science,  and  it  is 
unlikely  that  other  disciplines  can  provide  the  specialized  training  and  curriculum  that 
characterizes  nuclear  engineering.  [1]  It  is  important  that  the  DOE  provide  for  this  relatively 
modest  program  in  its  budget  in  order  to  prevent  the  further  decline  of  nuclear  engineering 
programs  and  research  reactors,  thus  jeopardizing  the  goal  of  preserving  the  nuclear  energy 
option  for  the  21st  century.  Over  20%  of  the  nation's  electric  power  is  supplied  by  nuclear  plants 
for  which  operation,  maintenance  and  refueling  depend  on  a  steady  supply  of  nuclear  engineers. 
The  Naval  Reactor  laboratories  (Bettis  and  KAPL  laboratories)  and  DOE  National  Laboratories 
also  depend  on  the  graduates  from  nuclear  engineering  programs  for  their  fumre.  Furthermore, 
we  note  that  the  influence  of  the  U.S.  in  the  world  nuclear  markets  has  declined  substantially 
over  the  last  decade,  with  other  nations  now  supplying  a  significant  fraction  of  the  nuclear 
products  and  services  used  in  the  U.S.  A  case  in  point  is  that  for  the  last  several  years  the  U.S. 
has  had  no  domestic  source  of  the  important  MoIybdenum/Tc-99  radioisotopes  shipped  weekly 
to  4000  hospitals  in  the  nation  for  medical  and  diagnostic  uses.  As  the  DOE  moves  forward  to 
add  such  capability  in  the  U.S.,  it  should  be  recognized  that  to  avoid  significant  further  erosion  of 
our  domestic  capability,  and  of  our  export  capability,  the  educational  base  needs  to  be 
strengthened.  It  is  worthy  of  note  that  the  nuclear  electric  utiUties  have  recognized  the  real  needs 
of  the  industry  with  their  matching  grant  initiative. 
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Nuclear  engineering  education  requires  the  use  of  expensive  equipment,  and  in  addition  must 
compete  for  faculty  and  staff  with  national  laboratories  and  industries  that  seek  experts  in  these 
fields.  The  federal  government  has  long  recognized  the  need  for  federal  support  of  engineering 
education,  since  advances  in  science  and  technology  lead  to  substantial  gains  in  productivity  and 
international  competitiveness,  and  federal  funding  is  a  critical  component  in  this  arena.  Such 
support  is  primarily  provided  by  the  NSF  for  most  technical  disciplines.  An  exception  has  been 
nuclear  engineering,  which  has  always  been  handled  by  the  DOE  and  its  predecessor  agencies. 
As  emphasized  in  two  reports  [1,2]  of  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  (NAS),  this  federal 
support  is  necessary  if  this  nation  is  to  maintain  nuclear  energy  as  a  viable  source  of  electricity  in 
the  next  century.  The  academic  programs  which  provide  the  human  resource  base  for  nuclear 
power  technology  have  a  critical  need  for  such  support  in  order  to  attract  the  best  graduate 
students  and  faculty  to  work  in  this  field. 

NEED  TO  MAINTAIN  THE  NUCLEAR  POWER  OPTION 

We  are  vitally  concerned  about  the  future  of  this  nation,  and  of  the  world,  without  nuclear- 
generated  electricity.  On  a  per  atom  basis,  nuclear  energy  represents  a  20,000,000  fold  gain 
compared  to  fossil  ftiel  combustion,  and  a  similar  million-fold  drop  in  the  weight  and  volume  of 
waste  products  compared  to  fossil  energy.  To  not  develop  nuclear  power  to  its  fullest  economical 
and  commercial  extent  is  to  deny  civilization  a  long-term  energy  source  with  significant 
environmental  benefits  related  to  improved  air  quality  and  reduced  releases  of  global  warming 
gases.  An  NAS  report  [3]  contains  several  recommendations  which  address  the  need  to  maintain 
the  nuclear  option  as  a  substitute  for  fossil  fuels  to  mitigate  greenhouse  warming.  The  research 
and  educational  programs  that  we  are  recommending  are  consistent  with  these  recommendations, 
which,  it  should  be  emphasized,  come  from  a  panel  of  environmental  experts  with  no  ties  to 
nuclear  power. 

Loss  of  academic  departments  in  NE/RST  will  mean  a  loss  of  the  supply  of  nuclear  engineers  to 
safely  operate  and  maintain  our  nation's  nuclear  power  plants  which  supply  over  20%  of  the 
total  electrical  power  production  in  this  country.  These  110  nuclear  plants  are  scheduled  to 
operate  for  some  10-20  more  years,  and  the  safety  concerns  of  operating  these  plants  without  the 
availability  of  qualified  technical  support  will  become  a  critical  issue.  Further,  when  the  plants 
reach  the  end  of  their  useful  hfe  and  must  be  decommissioned,  the  nation  will  be  faced  with 
replacing  an  unprecedented  amount  of  lost  power  generation  over  a  very  short  time  period.  If 
nuclear  energy  is  to  remain  an  option  for  replacement  power,  then  the  technological  know-how 
needs  to  be  preserved.  It  is  expected  that  the  world's  electricity  demand  will  triple  in  the  next  50 
years.  To  not  develop  nuclear  power  to  its  fullest  economical  and  technological  extent  is  to  deny 
civilization  a  long-term  energy  source  with  significant  environmental  benefits  related  to 
improved  air  quality  and  reduced  releases  of  global  warming  gases 

If  these  educational  programs  are  not  maintained,  many  of  our  brightest  students  in  science  and 
engineering  will  be  deterred  from  entering  this  field,  since  there  will  be  no  financial  support  or 
interesting  research  projects  in  this  field  to  work  on.  Absence  of  funding  for  this  program  will 
further  exacerbate  a  manpower  shortage  for  the  nuclear  industry  that  is  projected  for  this  decade 
and  well  into  the  next  century.  [1]  Nuclear  engineering  is  at  the  core  of  a  300,000  person 
industry  that  is  rapidly  aging.  For  instance,  the  Institute  of  Nuclear  Power  Operations  has 
predicted  that  in  the  next  ten  years,  30%  of  the  current  professionals  in  the  field  of  nuclear  power 
will  be  retiring.  When  and  if  this  country  decides  that  additional  nuclear  power  is  needed,  there 
will  no  longer  be  the  expertise  or  technology  to  provide  it,  except  by  foreign  corporations,  which 
stand  to  benefit  substantially  as  the  U.S.  abandons  its  once-leading  role  in  nuclear  reactor 
technology.  [4]  The  irony  here  is  that  U.S.  light  water  technology,  licensed  to  foreign  countries, 
may  be  successfully  marketed  by  these  very  countries  as  our  nation  abdicates  its  leadership  role 
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in  developing  and  utilizing  nuclear  energy.  Indeed,  we  may  become  purchasers  of  our  own 
improved  technology  (once  again!). 

The  abiUty  of  the  U.S.  to  maintain  credibility  in  an  expanding  nuclear  world  is  another  major 
issue.  The  inspection  of  foreign  reactors  to  ensure  compliance  with  International  Atomic  Energy 
Agency  (IAEA)  guidelines  and  treaty  agreements  depends  on  having  a  staff  of  individuals 
trained  in  the  nuclear  sciences.  The  alarming  plans  for  die  buildup  of  nuclear  power  in  southeast 
Asia  and  the  Middle  East  would  undoubtedly  be  conducted  more  safely  with  die  involvement  of 
U.S.  know-how,  which  is  not  possible  without  a  strong  academic  infrastructure  in  NE/RST. 

CURRENT  STATUS  OF  JOB  OPENINGS 

The  35  nuclear  engineering  departments  or  programs  in  our  universities  and  colleges  have  an 
enrollment  of  approximately  2200  students,  1200  of  whom  are  graduate  students  pursuing 
Masters  or  Ph.D.  degrees.  Of  those  accepting  employment  positions  in  nuclear  engineering, 
about  half  of  these  were  in  the  commercial  nuclear  power  industry,  and  about  half  with  the 
federal  nuclear  research  and  development  establishment,  primarily  at  the  national  laboratories. 
Of  the  latter,  it  appears  that  the  majority  involved  environmental  restoration  activities.  The  health 
and  medical  physics  areas  have  been  a  very  rapidly  growing  employment  field  over  the  last 
decade,  and  continued  growth  is  expected. 

SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSIONS 

Nuclear  engineering  represents  a  broad  and  diverse  field,  encompassing  both  education  and 
research  in  a  number  of  critical  fields  for  this  nation.  It  is  important  for  the  technological 
progress  of  our  nation  and  for  the  safety  of  nuclear  appUcations  that  the  nuclear  engineering 
discipline  be  maintained  and  adequately  supported. 

We  recommend  the  continuation  of  the  DOE  program  with  reprogramming  of  $5,000,OCK3  to 
reinstate  the  nuclear  engineering  education  research  program  in  the  Office  of  Nuclear  Energy, 
Science  and  Technology  budget.  This  program  is  critical  to  preserving  nuclear  power  as  a  viable 
alternative  source  of  electricity  in  the  next  century,  as  noted  by  several  NAS  reports. 

We  also  support  the  Office  of  Nuclear  Energy,  Science  and  Technology  as  the  proper  office  to 
which  this  program  should  continue  to  be  assigned. 

We  thank  the  committee  for  the  opportunity  to  present  this  testimony. 
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March  6.  1996 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy 

and  Water  Development 
2362  Raybum  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

A  COOPERATIVE  INITIATVE  UNDER  THE  UMBRELLA  OF  THE  DOEAJSDA 
MEMORANDUM  OF  UNDERSTANDING 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  testimony  to  the  House  Appropriations 
iubcommirtee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development. 

.u„  r,  c  ^  November  2.  1995.  the  Secretaries  of  the  U.S.  Denartment  of  Rnergv  mOF^  and 
Jr  tJ-S,  Dgpytment  of  Agriculture  rUSDA)  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for 
Cooperation  and  Coordmation  in  Technology  Research,  Development.  Transfer  Utilization 
and  Commercialization  Both  agencies  "see  signif.ccuil  growth  opporlunilies  for'ihc  U.S 
economy  mid  the  food  and  agria,lt,4ral  sector,  m  particular,  from  s,wh  new  cooperation  " 
Each  agency  agrees  to  assist  the  other  "in  the  development  of  coi.peralive  technology 
research,  development,  transfer,  utilization  and  commercialization  projects  by  providing 
pertinent  available  information  about  candidate  facilities  and  other  potential  sites  aiul 
support  a,,proved  joint  efforts  at  such  sites  by  providing  services,  facilities,  utilities  and  other 
supporting  resources." 

In  building  local,  regional,  and  national  information  systems  for  agricultural 
producuon  systems,  NCRI  project  sites  and  USDA  recognize  that  high-precision  broad- 
spectnim^  remote  sensing  information  is  needed  in  order  to  access  resource  conditions  and 
crop  production.  USDA  also  needs  to  refine  regional  crop  models  for  all  crops  for  assessment 
of  crop  grovrth  and  remote  sensing.  DOE  has  developed  the  rule-based  decision  protocols 
needed  by  farmers  wishing  to  optimize  technologies  through  precision  farming.  DOE  wants  to 
understand  hierarchical,  spatial.  GlS-based  systems  as  applied  to  the  enviromnent  and 
agriculture.  Umversity-based  analysts  and  USDA  know  that  biological  agems  are  transported 
at  high  elevations  dunng  growing  seasons  and  can  initiate  plant  diseases.  NEXRAD  radar 
contams  data  associated  with  these  biological  agents.  DOE  has  the  capacity  to  analyze  this 
radar  imagery  needed  in  correlating  NEXRAD  signals  with  biological  events. 

^-  ,  ^^^LT^^  endorsement  of  the  subcommittee  in  Its  appropriations  process  In 
particuar,  NCRI  anticipates  a  cooperative  agreement  with  agencies  of  DOE  under  the 
umbrella  of  the  DOEAJSDA  agreement. 

BACKGROUND 

.  The  Nptional  Center  for  Resource  Innovations  i«  in  it.  .^.v^.t.  ..  „  pn-Tug  non-profit 
organization,  established  through  bi-partisan  congressional  support  in  an  appropriation  to  the 
US.  Department  of  Agriculture  in  1990.  This  was  a  far-sighted  initiative  to  meet  a  great  need- 
that  of  supportmg  primarily  rural,  but  also  urban  decision  makers  with  modem  Geographic 
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Information  Systems  and  related  technologies  in  order  to  support  sustainable  communities  —  an  idea  that  has  fairly 
"exploded"  in  the  last  year  as  information  systems  technologies  have  developed  su£Bcient]y  to  bring  every  willing 
American  into  the  "High  Tech"  world  of  tomorrow. 

The  House  and  Senate  conferees  provided  $500,000  in  1990  to  USDA's  Cooperative  State  Research  Service 
for  the  establishment  of  regional  centers  for  the  Chesapeake  Bay  region  co-located  with  the  corporate  offices  in 
Rosslyn,  Virginia;  the  South  Georgia  Regional  Development  Center  in  Valdosta,  GA;  and  the  University  of  Arkansas 
in  Fayetteville,  AR.  Over  the  next  five  years  and  with  additional  funding,  regional  centers  were  added  at  the 
University  of  North  Dakota  at  Grand  Forks.  ND,  the  Central  Washington  University  at  Ellensburg,  WA,  and  the 
University  of  Wisconsin-Madison  In  FY  '96,  the  future  seventh  site  was  designated  at  the  New  Mexico  Engineering 
Research  Institute  at  the  University  of  New  Mexico-Albuquerque. 

NCRI  is  a  cooperative,  coordinated  network  with  its  agenda  coordinated  through  its  corporate  oflices  here 
in  Rosslyn,  VA.  NCRI  operates  primarily  at  the  nexus  of  goverrmient  where  field  level  information  systems  have 
been  developed,  and  academic  centers  where  GIS  technology  and  educational  techniques  are  often  developed  NCRl's 
program  bridges  the  v^dening  gap  under  a  mandated  reorganization  of  government.  The  advantage  of  a  consortium 
of  regional  centers  is  that  each  site  has  unique  expertise  and  shares  specialized  technical 
support  among  sites,  thereby  strengthening  the  project  as  a  whole  through  shared  resources  and  experience  needed  to 
build  complex  and  comprehensive  information  systems.  Site-to-site  technology  transfer  and  networking  builds 
NCRl's  overall  capabilities,  aids  in  problem  solving,  facilitates  consistency  and  avoids  duplication. 

In  the  next  five  years,  we  will  move  from  the  age  of  GIS  as  a  technology  needing  development  to  building 
the  needed  Information  systems  for  decision  making  itself  Each  site  in  the  NCRI  consortium  brings  its  own  unique 
knowledge  and  expertise  making  the  whole  more  the  just  the  sum  of  its  seven  parts. 

NCRI  SITE  EXPERTISE  AND  ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

NCRI  Chesapeake,  Inc.  (NCRI-Cli)  The  Chesapeake  project,  covering  all  or  parts  of  six  states  (42  million 
acres),  is  a  uruque  cooperative  effort  between  NCRl-Chesapeake,  federal  and  state  agencies,  universities  and  others, 
to  meet  the  objectives  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Restoration  Act  of  1993.  NCRI-Chesapeake  is  building  an  hierarchical 
-  national,  regional,  sub-regional  and  local  decision  support  system  to  address  agricultural  activities  within  ecosystem 
environments  In  cooperation  with  the  Harvard  Lab  for  Computer  Graphics  and  Spatial  Analysis,  NCRI-CB 
pioneered  the  use  of  the  USDA's  National  Resource  Inventory  (NRI)  in  a  GIS  framework  for  agro-ecosystem 
modeling. 

Having  focused  in  early  years  on  a  national  analytical  framework  that  identified  priority  watersheds  in  the 
U.S.  using  agro-environmental  indices,  NCRI-Chesapeake  Is  now  building  a  multi-layer,  comprehensive,  consistent 
and  coordinated  GIS-based  capability  for  resource  managers  to  target  technology,  funds,  personnel  and  programs 
upon  identified  areas  of  the  Chesapeake  watershed.  Regions  where  there  is  a  potential  for  pesticides  to  leach  below 
the  root  zone,  and  areas  where  excess  nitrogen  from  fertilizer  and  nitrogen  from  livestock  waste  have  been  identified. 
We  have  ranked  the  56  subwatersheds  in  the  region  according  to  environmental  indices.  Environmentally  sensitive 
resources  such  as  wetlands  and  water  bodies  that  can  be  directly  and  indirectly  affected  by  farm  chemicals,  highly 
erodible  croplands  and  erosion  have  been  identified  and  highly  permeable  potential  recharge  areas  have  been  found 
and  characterized. 

Currently,  additions  to  the  system  include  Integrating  nitrogen  production  from  septic  fields  as  part  of  an 
overall  nutrient  budget  for  the  region  and  integrating  social  and  economic  characteristics  of  human  populations  In  the 
ecosystem  in  order  to  better  market  conservation  services  by  NRCS/USDA  to  technology  consumers  This  pilot 
project  In  Pennsylvania  Is  to  be  extended  to  the  entire  Chesapeake  and  then  to  the  nation,  as  appropriate 

But  this  is  only  part  of  the  picture  NCRI-Chesapeake  and  NCRI-North  Central  have  decided  to  work 
together  with  cooperators  at  Oregon  Stale  University  and  Michigan  State  University  to  exchange  expertise  on 
ecosystems,  including  biological  and  physical  resources  and  high  level  weather  information  for  each  cooperator's 
respective  region. 
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Vnivenity  of  AHuuisas-FayetteviUt  (NCRISW)  NCRI-SW  has  been  based  at  the  University  of  Arkansas 
■t  Fayetteville  since  its  inception  in  May  of  1990.  Through  university  support  and  hardware  and  software  grants,  the 
program  has  a  fully-equipped  research,  training,  and  outreach  facility  capable  of  demonstrating  a  wide  range  of 
software  for  geographic  information  systems,  remote  sensing,  spatial  statistics,  and  database  management.  In  the  bl\ 
of  1994,  expansion  of  the  Center's  facilities  was  completed  to  include  five  state-of-the-art  teaching  and  research 
laboratories,  ten  offices,  and  a  library/reading  room.  A  variety  of  advanced  computer  equipment  now  faciUtales  the 
center's  teaching,  outreach,  and  cooperative  project  capabilities.  This  equipment  includes  over  SO  high-performance 
workstations,  two  multi-processor  servers  on  a  fiber-optic  network,  a  full  complement  of  peripherals,  software  from 
many  different  vendors,  and  a  variety  of  other  up-to-date  software  and  equipment  The  Center  was  awarded  the  title 
of  Center  for  Excellence  by  both  Intergraph  Corporation  of  Huntsville,  Alabama,  and  Trimble  Navigation,  Ltd.  of 
Suimyvale,  California. 

NCRI-SW  continues  to  focus  on  technology  transfer  through  training,  the  development  of  statewide  GIS 
databases,  and  representative  projects  demonstrating  the  cost/benefits  and  efficiency  of  GIS  technology.  The  NCRI- 
SW  mission  has  provided  an  opportunity  for  cooperation  and  communication  among  a  multitude  of  community 
administration  agencies.  Great  care  is  taken  to  assure  that  projects  are  chosen,  through  consultation  with  the 
appropriate  state  and  local  officials,  that  will  serve  the  greatest  number  of  rural  constituents.  During  1994,  NCRI- 
SW  participated  in  numerous  projects  that  have  directly  benefited  state,  county,  and  rural  citizens,  such  as  the 
Catalog  of  Arkansas  Digital  Spatial  Data,  the  Rural  Infrastructure  Mapping  Project,  the  High  Accuracy  Reference 
Network  Project,  the  Four  County  Solid  Waste  Management  Mapping  Project,  and  the  Washington  County  Tax 
Assessor's  Office  GIS  Project,  Rural  America  2000  facility  which  provides  no  cost  access  to  state-of-the-art  GIS 
equipment  to  rural  governments  which  are  evaluating  the  adoption  of  GIS  technologies. 

In  1996,  approximately  130  individuals  will  attend  professional  short-courses  at  NCRI-SW.  Classes 
included  were  Introduction  to  GRASS.  Advanced  GRASS.  Fundamentals  of  GPS.  Advanced  GPS,  and  GIS  In  Soil 
Science.  These  classes  were  taught  in  our  facilities  here  on  campus  and  at  on-site  locations.  Students  came  fit)m 
diverse  backgrounds  such  as:  Cherokee  Nation,  Arkansas  Air  Guard,  NWA  Community  College,  Benton  County  911, 
Oklahoma  Biological  Survey,  Arkansas  Historic  Preservation  Program,  Washington  County,  Sabine  River  Authority, 
NRCS,  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  number  of  professional  short  courses  offered  will  increase  from  14  courses  offered 
in  199S  to  a  total  of  20  in  1996. 

Soutk  Georgia  Regional  Development  Center  (NCRISE)  NCRI-SE's  program  in  Georgia  is  an  integral 
component  of  the  South  Georgia  Regional  Development  Center  -  a  regional  agency  that  supports  local  governments 
across  ten  counties.  NCRI's  primary  objective  is  to  encourage  the  use  of  geographic  information  for  ecologically 
responsible  decision  making  in  this  primarily  rural  region.  'Real  world"  presentations  by  NCRI-SE  using  actual  local 
geographic  data  has  proven  to  be  an  effective  method  of  demonstrating  the  value  of  GIS.  This  coupled  with  the 
experience  gained  by  NCRI-SE  personnel  from  implementing  GIS  for  local  governments,  has  proven  invaluable  to 
government  managers  in  the  south  east  region.  NCRI-SE  also  provides  direct  technical  and  "hands  on"  advice  and 
training  for  any  regional  entities  working  in  the  GIS  realm. 

One  of  the  most  successful  programs  at  NCRI-SE  is  the  Global  Positioning  System  (GPS)  program  that  was 
established  in  cooperation  with  the  National  Geodetic  Survey/NOAA.  This  program  provides  data  from  its  GPS  Base 
Station  to  state,  federal,  and  local  agencies  within  a  300  mite  radius.  The  GPS  units  themselves  have  increased  the 
abilKy  of  local  governments  to  collect  data  and  make  maps  at  a  much  lower  cost  than  was  previously  possible. 

NCRI-SE  developed  a  working  model  for  GIS  technology  transfer.  The  city  involved  in  this  pilot  project 
had  the  task  of  managing  the  growth  of  utilities  and  services  while  meeting  federal  and  state  environrtiental 
regulations.  NCRI-SE  assisted  in  the  development  of  a  user-friendly  GIS.  By  incorporating  existing  maps  and  using 
GPS  to  collect  select  geographic  features  and  attributes,  the  city  saved  money  in  the  creation  of  the  GIS  while  the 
GI S  itself  saves  money  by  better  management  of  infrastructure.  This  pilot  is  a  template  for  low  budget  GIS  solutions 
in  local  government. 

University  of  North  Dakota-Grand  Forks  (NCRI-NQ  The  NCRl-North  Central  site  is  leading  a  national 
efifbrt  in  developing  a  National  Agricultural  Weather  Information  System.  This  prototype  system  is  directed  towards 
enhancing  the  use  of  precision  agriculture  through  a  more  effective  use  of  weather  information.  In  parallel  to  the 
weather  iitformation  system  is  the  need  to  incorporate  traditional  GIS  technology  on  the  form-field  level. 
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Currently,  NCRI-NC  is  concentrating  on  promoting  and  developing  CIS  applications  at  the  local  and  state 
levels.  Current  projects  include  research  and  development  of  remotely  sensed  satellite  data  to  produce  products  for 
the  agricultural  community.  Those  products  are  to  be  made  accessible  to  the  general  farming  community  via  modem 
technological  means,  development  of  the  Importation  and  overlay  of  UND  Doppler  radar  for  Grand  Forks  County 
and  the  surrounding  areas;  development  of  the  ND  volunteer  precipitation  data  base  for  analysis  with  land  use/land 
cover  for  moisture  availability  and  moisture  needs  assessment;  and  providing  CIS  technology  assistance  to  eastern 
North  Dakota  and  northwestern  Minnesota  for  severe  weather  tracking  and  assessment. 

NCRI-NC  presently  participates  with  North  Dakota  Governor's  Task  Force  on  Geographical  Information 
System  Technology  Transfer  which  is  attempting  to  expand  the  use  of  GIS  across  the  state.  Joint  activities  have  also 
been  developed  with  the  UND  Regional  Weather  Information  Center  and  the  USDA  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service  (NRCS)  to  foster  improved  use  of  resources  in  preparing  digital  soil  surveys. 

Central  Washington  University  (NCRI-NW)  NCRI-NW  continues  to  concentrate  on  the  local  and 
regional  resource  issues  of  the  Yakima  valley  and  eastern  Washington.  These  issues  include  irrigation  of  agricultural 
lands,  county  planning  needs.  Native  American  interests,  and  the  management  of  inter-mixed  public  and  private  lands. 
NCRI-NW  works  in  close  cooperation  with  the  faculty  and  staff  of  Central  Washington  University  as  well  as  the  GIS 
Lab.  Work  continues  with  the  Kittitas  Reclamation  District  (KRD)  on  irrigation  related  issues.  Digital 
orthophotography  has  been  used  in  the  study  of  unauthorized  use  of  KRD  water.  The  next  phase  of  this  project  is  to 
int^rate  the  resuhs  of  this  study  into  KRD's  GIS. 

NCRI-NW  is  working  with  the  Kittitas  County  Public  Works  to  develop  a  recreation  map  of  Kittitas 
County.  This  has  long  been  a  goal  of  the  county,  but  they  have  not  had  the  resources  to  pursue  it.  With  NCRJ-NWs 
assistance  and  expertise  this  project  is  underway.  The  project  will  include  not  only  the  finished  map,  but  also 
numerous  new  GIS  data  layers  for  the  county's  GIS. 

Under  a  cooperative  agreement  with  the  USDA/Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS),  NCRI- 
NW  continues  to  digitize  Washington  State  soil  survey  maps.  NCRI-NW  has  been  asked  to  become  the  distributor  of 
NRCS  digital  soil  survey  data. 

NCRI-NW  continues  work  with  the  Yakima  Resource  Management  Cooperative  (YRMC)  on  GIS  related 
projects.  Current  projects  include  a  complete  road  map  of  the  YRMC  area  and  revision  of  the  Cultural  Resources 
Task  Group's  predictive  model  for  pre-historic  Native  American  cultural  sites.  This  model  was  originally  developed 
in  1994.  The  Task  Group  has  requested  a  number  of  revisions  be  made  to  the  model.  Testing  and  revision  of  the 
model  will  continue  through  1996.  The  Yakama  Indian  Nation  is  interested  in  expanding  the  model  to  inchide  Yakima 
and  Klickitat  counties. 

University  of  Wisconsin-Madison  (NCRI-GL)  The  NCRI-Great  Lakes  project  site  is  located  at  the  Land 
Information  and  Computer  Graphics  Facility  (LICGF)  at  the  University  of  Wisconsin-Madison  in  the  College  of 
Agricultural  and  Life  Sciences.  The  Facility  was  instituted  in  1983  to  function  as  a  research,  teaching,  and  outreach 
resource  in  land  and  geographic  information  systems  (LIS/GIS).  Researchers  at  LICGF  explore  uses  of  LIS/GIS  for 
local  and  regional  land  and  resource  planning  to  support  social,  economic,  and  environmental  decision-making 
processes. 

Most  land  records  are  created,  managed,  and  used  at  the  local  level.  Information  generated  from  automated 
land  records  provides  the  essential  elements  of  nation-wide  spatial  database  on  natural  resources.  Establishment  of 
uniform  specifications  and  standards  for  spatial  data  development  in  local  governments  is  the  basis  for  a  consistent 
information  system  development.  A  major  focus  of  NCRI-Great  Lakes  is  developing  a  National  Spatial  Data 
Infirastructure  model  for  local  governments.  LICGPs  successes  in  institutionalizing  procedures  for  automating  and 
managing  land  records  led  to  passage  of  Wisconsin  law  implementing  a  standard  across  the  nation  as  states  struggle 
to  integrate  the  shared  data  demands  between  municipalities,  counties,  and  state  activities. 

Current  research  is  focused  on  determining  factors  that  hinder  or  encourage  the  implementation  of 
automated  LIS/GIS;  a  survey  is  conducted  annually  to  monitor  adoption  and  diffusion  of  LIS/GIS  at  the  county  level 
This  will  also  be  applied  at  other  NCRI  sites.   A  forest  resource  management  system  has  been  developed  for  a  local 
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citizen  advisory  cominittee  in  the  Kickapoo  River  Watershed  Conservation  and  protection  of  a  Nature  Conservancy 
"Last  Great  Place"  —  the  Baraboo  Hills  ~  has  been  facilitated  through  cooperation  with  several  partners.  A  GIS- 
based  "storm water  utility"  has  been  constructed  for  Marquette,  Michigan,  to  more  effectively  control  the  quantity  and 
quality  of  uHmui  runoff  to  Lake  Superior 

NMERJ-University  of  New  Mexico  The  University  of  New  Mexico  (UNM),  represented  by  the  New 
Mexico  Engineering  Research  Institute  (NMERI),  is  the  most  recent  addition  to  the  NCRI  consortium.  NMERI 
personnel  have  been  active  in  the  development  of  New  Mexico's  state  Geographic  Information  Systems  (GIS) 
standards  and  the  founding  of  the  state's  GIS  Data  Clearinghouse  NMERI  has  participated  in  various  related 
committees,  task  forces,  and  programs  aimed  at  bringing  GIS  and  related  technologies  into  wider  use  to  solve  real 
world  problems  Notable  among  these  are  the  Governor's  Task  Force  on  Water  Issues,  the  New  Mexico  Information 
Infrastructure  Task  Force,  and  the  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service's  (APHIS)  National  Grasshopper  GIS 
Focus  Group  NMERI  has  and  continues  to  provide  public  service  outreach  and  technology  transfer  in  the  education 
of  GIS  and  related  technologies,  appHed  GIS  research,  decision  support  assistance  requiring  technology  integration, 
and  information  dissemination  technologies  to  broad  audiences  Outreach  activities  have  inchided:  On-site  and  off- 
site  demonstrations  of  GIS  applications  to  local  government  officials,  presentations  on  the  use  of  World  Wide  Web 
resources  for  Rural  user  needs,  Workshops  on  building  GIS  based  Land  Information  Systems  at  the  local  level,  and 
most  recently  the  statewioe  coordination  for  local  government  participation  in  a  nationally  televised  conference  on 
Land  Information  Systems  for  Local  Government.  Issues  and  Interfaces 

Over  the  last  four  years  NMERI  has  provided  assistance  to  USDA's  Plant  Protection  and  Quarantine 
personnel  in  the  automation  of  field  survey  data  collection  and  near-real  time  reporting  techniques  for  insect  pest 
management  The  methodology  developed  by  NMERI  for  New  Mexico  was  subsequently  replicated  for  both  North 
and  South  Dakota  NMERI  participation  in  water  resource  planning  and  management  issues  has  involved  the 
development  of  GIS  based  applications  for  rapid  retrieval  of  bibliographic  holdings  of  multiple  agencies  by 
geographic  units,  eg,  communities,  counties,  and  river  basins  NMERTs  areas  of  interest  for  1996  includes 
watershed  management  interests  along  the  US/Mexican  Border  and  continued  development  of  the  New  Mexico 
Environment  Department's  Drinking  Water  Sampling  and  Monitoring  Information  System 

COOPERATIVE  INITIAnVES 

NCRI  is  immensely  proud  of  its  unique  and  effective  national  program  that  is  producing  better  resource 
information  systems  in  collaborative  and  cooperative  efforts  We  have  accomplished  much  in  our  short  lifetime  and 
look  forward  to  continuing  work  for  increasingly  better  public  policy  and  decision  making  leading  to  sustainable 
communities  and  resources. 

NCRI  seeks  endorsement  of  the  subcommittee  in  its  appropriations  process  In  particular,  NCRI  anticipates 
a  cooperative  agreement  with  agencies  of  DOE  under  the  umbrella  of  the  DOE/USDA  agreemoit. 

Sincerely, 


'^Q^l^ih^^^iif^ 


Margaret  S.  Maizd 
Executive  Director 
NCRI  Chesapeake,  Inc. 
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March  5,  1996 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 
Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee 

of  the  House  Appropriations  Committee 
2362  Raybum  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Chairman  Myers: 

Enclosed  are  five  (5)  copies  of  ABB  Combustion  Engineering's  written  statement,  which 
we  request  be  considered  as  part  of  the  Committee's  review  of  the  Department  of 
Energy's  FY-97  budget  request.  Specifically,  our  statement  covers  issues  related  to 
Tritium  Production  and  Plutonium  Disposition  (under  DOE's  Defense  Programs)  and 
Advanced  Light  Water  Reactors  (under  DOE's  Nuclear  Energy  Program). 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  this  input.  If  you  have  any  questions,  or  would 
like  further  information,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (203)  285-5207. 


Sincerely, 


George  A.  Davis 
Project  Manager 
System  80+  Deployment,  U.S. 


m 


ABB  Combustion  Engineering  Nuclear  Systems 

1000  Prospect  Hill  Road  Telephone  (203)  688-191 1 

P  O  Box  500  Fax  (203)  285-95 1 2 

Windsor.  Connecticut  06095-0500 
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Introduction 

ABB  Combustion  Engineering  is  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  provide  a  written  statement 
to  the  Committee,  as  the  Committee  considers  the  Department  of  Energy's  FY-97  budget  request. 
Specifically,  we  would  like  to  address  two  areas  of  DOE's  budget  request  that  relate  to  our 
interests:  Tritium  Production  and  Plutonium  Disposition  (under  Defense  Programs)  and  Advanced 
Light  Water  Reactors  (under  the  Nuclear  Energy  Program). 

Concerning  the  tritium  production  and  plutonium  disposition  programs,  ABB-CE  and  seven  other 
companies  submitted  to  DOE,  in  1994,  a  plan  for  organizing  a  consortium  that  would  privately 
finance,  build,  own,  and  operate  a  multipurpose  reactor  facility  on  DOE's  Savannah  River  Site. 
The  consortium  would  contract  with  DOE  to  irradiate  tritium-producing  targets  and  to  dispose  of 
excess  weapons  plutonium,  by  using  it  as  ftiel  However,  the  bulk  of  its  revenues  would  come 
fi-om  electricity  sales  in  the  southeastern  United  States.  The  billions  of  dollars  needed  to  engineer, 
license,  and  construct  the  facility  could  be  financed  by  private  industry;  thus,  avoiding  the  need  for 
the  federal  government  to  budget  several  billions  of  dollars  over  the  next  decade,  to  cover 
construction  of  new  government  facilities  Once  the  multipurpose  reactor  facility  begins 
operation  (in  about  ten  years  fi-om  now),  DOE  would  start  paying  a  fixed  annual  fee  for  plutonium 
disposition  and  a  vanable  annual  fee  for  tritium  production.  Even  though  DOE's  own  studies 
show  our  reactor  design  and  our  proposal  to  be  less  expensive  than  one  of  the  options  that  the 
Department  did  select  (the  accelerator),  DOE  has  failed  to  seriously  consider  it  We,  therefore, 
request  that  the  Committee  provide  guidance  to  DOE  about  including  our  proposed  multipurpose 
reactor  concept  in  its  program. 

Concerning  the  ALWR  program,  we  would  like  to  point  out  that  our  System  80+  standard  design 
has  completed  review  and  approval  by  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  and  is  currently 
finishing  up  the  rulemaking  process  that  will  result  in  issuance  of  one  of  the  first  two  Design 
Certifications,  under  the  new  one-step  licensing  process  in  10CFR52.  These  two  certifications 
will  mark  the  completion  of  a  decade-long  effort  by  industry  and  DOE,  in  what  has  proven  to  be 
the  centerpiece  of  the  ALWR  program.  We  only  ask  that  the  Committee  provide  adequate 
fiinding  to  assure  that  DOE  can  ftjlfill  its  contractual  obligations  for  completing  this  extremely 
important  effort  in  FY-97. 


Tritium  Production  and  Plutonium  Disposition 

ABB  Combustion  Engineering,  has  teamed  with  seven  other  companies  and  proposed  a  plan  to 
the  Department  of  Energy  for  the  deployment  of  a  privatized  multipurpose  reactor  facility  on 
DOE's  Savannah  River  Site.  Our  team  includes  several  other  large  engineering  companies  ~  in 
particular.  Stone  &  Webster  Engineering  Corporation,  Duke  Engineering  &  Services,  Raytheon 
Engineers  &  Constructors,  and  BNFL,  Inc.  We  originally  developed  an  interest  in  this  concept 
in  late  1992,  when  Congress  requested  that  DOE  consider  the  possibility  of  a  multipurpose 
reactor  that  could  (1)  produce  tritium,  (2)  consume  excess  weapons  plutonium  as  fuel,  and  (3) 
generate  electricity,  as  a  way  to  offset  the  government's  costs.  We  felt  that  our  System  80+ 
ALWR  design  (the  same  one  that  has  been  undergoing  NRC  review  for  the  past  decade,  as  part  of 
DOE's  ALWR  program)  was  ideally  suited  for  such  a  mission  ~  especially  since  our  design 
already  included  features  needed  for  consumption  of  plutonium  fuel.  Since  we  were  nearing  the 
end  of  the  review  process  at  the  NRC  and  were  about  to  begin  bidding  the  design  as  a  fixed  price 
turnkey  offer  overseas,  we  felt  that  we  would  be  in  a  unique  position  to  allow  the  project  to 
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proceed  quickly  and,  very  importantly,  to  be  privatized.  Not  surprisingly,  the  National  Academy 
of  Sciences'  reports  on  plutonium  disposition  identify  our  System  80+  design  as  the  most  efficient 
and  least-cost  reactor  model  available  for  disposition  of  excess  weapons  plutonium,  if  a  new 
reactor  were  to  be  used. 

In  March  1994  we  submitted  to  DOE  a  Program  Plan  for  organizing  a  consortium  that  would 
privately  finance,  build,  own,  and  operate  the  multipurpose  reactor  facility  on  DOE's  Savannah 
River  Site.  The  facility  would  consist  of  two  System  80+  standardized  units,  along  with  a  fuel 
manufacturing  building.  The  consortium  would  be  formed  as  an  Independent  Power  Producer 
that  would  contract  to  sell  electricity  to  utilities  throughout  the  Southeastern  U.S.  and  contract 
with  DOE  to  provide  two  services:  irradiation  of  tritium-producing  targets  and  disposition  of 
excess  weapons  plutonium,  by  consiuning  it  as  fuel.  Thus,  DOE  would  only  have  to  purchase  the 
services  that  it  needs,  rather  than  purchase  and  operate  the  entire  facility.  Besides  minimizing  the 
government's  costs,  this  has  the  distinct  advantage  that  it  allows  the  govenmient  to  avoid  billions 
of  dollars  in  outlays  to  build  new  facilities  for  production  of  tritium  and  disposition  of  plutonium 
over  the  next  ten  years.  Instead,  the  engineering,  licensing,  and  construction  would  be  done  with 
private  financing.  DOE  would  then  begin  paying  fees  for  services  rendered,  after  the  facility  goes 
operational. 

Based  on  our  initial  cost  estimates  to  build  and  operate  the  multipurpose  reactor  facility  and  our 
market  analysis  of  future  electricity  prices  in  the  southeastern  U.S.,  we  estimate  that  the  electricity 
sales  would  cover  about  90%  of  the  costs.  The  remainder  would  be  charged  to  DOE  for  the 
services  that  it  receives.  Since  the  plutonium  disposition  mission  can  be  well  defined  up-&ont, 
before  DOE  has  to  make  contractual  commitments,  we  proposed  that  DOE  pay  a  fixed  annual  fee 
for  disposition  of  excess  weapons  plutonium  ~  currently  estimated  at  $78  million  per  year  in 
constant  1995  dollars. 

Since  the  long  term  needs  for  tritium  production  are  not  as  easily  defined,  and  may  be  subject  to 
change,  we  proposed  that  DOE  pay  a  variable  annual  fee  for  irradiating  targets.  The  fee  would 
cover  lost  electricity  sales,  if  any,  when  tritium  is  being  produced.  To  produce  tritium  at  the  rate 
of  3/8  of  the  1988  goal  (DOE's  current  upper  limit  estimate),  we  estimate  the  variable  fee  could 
be  as  high  as  $53  million  per  year.  However,  if  no  tritium  were  being  produced,  then  no  fee 
would  be  have  to  be  paid.  This  gives  DOE  the  maximum  flexibility  in  contracting  for  the  service. 
Compared  to  the  alternative  of  DOE  building  a  new  dedicated  facility  for  tritium  (e.g.,  the 
accelerator),  our  approach  avoids  the  risk  that  billions  of  dollars  might  be  spent  to  build  a  facility 
and  then  later  find  that  it  is  no  longer  needed,  or  is  incorrectly  sized. 

Our  Plan  proposes  that  the  initial  effort  to  organize  the  project  and  establish  power  sales 
agreements  be  paid  by  DOE.  At  the  end  of  that  period,  there  would  be  a  financial  closing  and  the 
privatized  project  would  then  proceed,  without  the  need  for  DOE  fiinding  until  the  facility  goes 
operational  and  services  are  being  provided.  We  would  pay  back  the  initial  DOE  funding,  if  DOE 
agrees  to  go  forward  with  implementation  of  the  project.  The  requirement  that  DOE  pay  the 
initial  funding  before  the  project  goes  forward  recognizes  the  reality  that  many  major  DOE 
initiatives  are  subject  to  changing  political  and  world  events,  which  are  outside  the  control  of  the 
our  team. 

In  September  1995,  we  submitted  an  Alternate  Plan  to  DOE  ~  to  address  the  Department's 
concerns  about  the  difficulty  in  establishing  long  term  power  sales  agreements  with  utilities.  The 
Alternate  Plan  focuses  upon  the  use  of  a  single  System  80+  reactor,  which  dramatically  reduces 
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the  amount  of  private  capital  that  must  be  raised  and  the  amount  of  electricity  that  must  be  sold. 
The  Alternate  Plan  also  uses  a  greatly  simplified  method  of  selling  electricity  from  the  plant,  by 
using  a  power  marketer  and  selling  at  the  market  prices  for  electricity,  when  it  is  generated.  This 
will  increase  uncertainty  in  electricity  revenues,  which  would  then  have  to  be  borne  by  the 
consortium  and  the  federal  government;  however,  it  will  assure  that  the  eflFort  to  launch  the 
private  venture  will  succeed.  Although  we  still  believe  that  our  original  March  1994  Program 
Plan  is  achievable  and  in  the  government's  best  interest,  we  feel  that  the  Alternate  Plan  represents 
a  fall-back  scenario  that  assures  a  successfiil  outcome. 

In  its  Record  of  Decision  on  Tritium  Production  in  December  1995,  DOE  announced  that  it 
would  pursue  a  parallel  track  for  the  next  three  years  to  (1)  continue  research  &  development  of 
an  accelerator,  and  (2)  evaluate  the  use  of  one  or  more  of  the  existing  110  commercial  nuclear 
plants  that  are  currently  operating  in  the  United  States.  DOE's  decision  acknowledged  that  the 
existing  reactor  option  would  have  the  least  cost,  least  risk,  shortest  schedule,  and  minimum 
environmental  impact.  However,  because  of  concerns  about  adopting  a  policy  that  allows 
production  of  nuclear  weapons  material  in  commercial  nuclear  plants  that  were  originally 
constructed  for  purely  peaceful  purposes,  DOE  felt  justified  in  pursuing  the  accelerator  research, 
in  parallel.  Press  reports  and  internal  DOE  documents  indicate  that  DOE  plans  to  devote  85  to 
90%  of  its  tritium  budget,  over  the  next  several  years,  for  the  accelerator  research. 

In  its  decision,  DOE  dropped  any  further  consideration  of  a  new  ALWR  for  this  mission,  even 
though  its  own  consultant's  estimate  shows  that  a  new  large  ALWR  (using  our  System  80+ 
design  as  a  reference)  would  likely  cost  the  federal  government  about  $12  billion  less  to  build  and 
operate  than  the  accelerator,  in  undiscounted  1995  dollars.  For  reference,  the  consultant 
estimated  that  the  accelerator  will  cost  between  $12  billion  and  $27  billion  to  design,  construct, 
and  operate  (also  in  undiscounted  1995  dollars)  ~  at  the  3/8  goal  tritium  production  rate. 

On  top  of  this,  we  have  notified  DOE  that  we  believe  that  there  are  a  number  of  errors  in  the 
consultant's  analyses  and  that  the  cost  difference  between  the  ALWR  and  the  accelerator  is  even 
greater  than  the  consultant  calculated.  Although  DOE  has  provided  responses,  they  have  not 
adequately  addressed  our  concerns  and  we  beUeve  that  our  original  comments  remain  valid. 

DOE  also  dropped  any  consideration  of  our  proposed  new  privatized  multipurpose  reactor,  even 
though  its  Record  of  Decision  noted  that  one  of  its  own  laboratories.  Oak  Ridge,  had  provided  a 
cost  estimate  which  showed  that  our  concept  would  cost  the  federal  government  billions  of 
dollars  less  than  DOE's  estimate  for  the  accelerator,  while  also  fulfilling  another  DOE  need  ~  the 
disposition  of  excess  weapons  plutonium.  (As  a  side  note,  the  Oak  Ridge  analysis  was  performed 
in  response  to  a  request  from  the  Energy  &  Water  Appropriations  Conference  Committee  ~ 
which  had  asked  DOE  to  evaluate  the  feasibility  of  a  multipurpose  ALWR,  during  the  FY-95 
budget  process.  The  report  was  due  to  the  Committee  a  year  ago  this  month.  Although  the  draft 
report  was  completed  on  schedule,  DOE  has  still  not  released  it  to  Congress.) 

In  spite  of  the  dramatically  higher  cost  for  the  accelerator,  DOE  justified  the  accelerator's 
selection  over  a  new  ALWR  on  the  basis  that  the  accelerator  has  less  environmental  impact  and 
less  licensing  risk  However,  both  of  these  arguments  are  fallacious.  DOE's  assertion  that  the 
accelerator  has  less  environmental  impact  than  a  new  ALWR  is  fatally  flawed  because  DOE  failed 
to  include  the  environmental  impact  of  generating  the  300  to  600  Megawatts  of  electricity  that  the 
accelerator  will  require  during  operation.  Its  inclusion  would  show  that  the  new  ALWR  has  less 
environmental  impact  than  the  accelerator  ~  especially  when  it  is  also  acknowledged  that  the  new 
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ALWR  will  avoid  the  need  for  an  equivalent  amount  of  fossil  fueled  electric  generating  capacity  in 
the  region,  thus,  creating  an  environmental  benefit.  We  strongly  suspect  that  DOE's 
segmentation  of  the  accelerator's  environmental  impact  is  not  consistent  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  and  could  make  the  accelerator  vuhierable  to  court  challenge,  at  some 
time  in  the  future,  by  those  who  do  not  want  tritium  production  to  be  restarted. 

On  the  subject  of  licensing  risks,  it  appears  that  DOE  has  not  given  due  credit  to  the  "one  step 
licensing"  provisions  provided  in  the  1992  Energy  Policy  Act.  It  is  now  possible  to  obtain  the 
permits  to  both  build  and  operate  a  new  ALWR  nuclear  plant  before  construction  is  even  started. 
Furthermore,  we  are  talking  about  using  a  standardized  ALWR  plant  design  that  has  akeady  been 
reviewed  and  certified  by  the  NRC.  DOE  has  invested  about  half  a  billion  dollars  in  the  ALWR 
program  during  the  last  decade,  in  cost-share  with  the  nuclear  industry,  with  the  primary  goal  to 
receive  NRC  Certification  of  these  safer,  new  reactor  designs.  In  an  ironic  and  bizarre  twist  of 
fate,  DOE  is  now  saying  that  these  designs  are  not  acceptable  for  use  by  DOE  —  even  though 
their  own  cost  analyses  show  the  ALWR  to  be  less  expensive  than  the  accelerator  that  they 
seleaed  Concerning  licensing  of  the  accelerator,  it  should  be  noted  that  DOE  recently 
announced  plans  for  seeking  outside  regulation  of  all  its  facilities  There  are  no  current  licensing 
guidelines  or  processes  for  licensing  an  accelerator  like  the  one  proposed  for  tritium  produaion. 
This  is  true  licensing  uncertainty  In  the  end,  DOE  will  run  the  same  risks  of  intervener 
challenges,  during  licensing  of  a  new  tritium  production  facility,  fi'om  those  groups  opposed  to 
resumption  of  tritium  production  ~  no  matter  which  technology  is  used. 

To  summarize  this  issue,  we  believe  that  DOE's  decision  to  drop  the  large  ALWRs  fi-om  further 
consideration  for  tritium  production  is  not  supported  by  the  facts.  DOE  now  proposes  to  commit 
over  85%  of  its  tritium  budget  to  research  on  an  unproven  accelerator  design  that,  by  estimates 
from  DOE's  own  consultant,  will  likely  cost  the  federal  government  on  the  order  of  $12  billion 
more  than  the  large  ALWR  (we  think  that  the  cost  gap  is  even  larger).  Furthermore,  if  DOE 
would  include  our  proposed  concept  for  a  new  privatized  multipurpose  reactor,  DOE  would  then 
have  a  more  cost-eflFective,  reliable  alternative  to  the  existing  reactor  option  DOE  would  still 
have  the  flexibility  of  purchasing  irradiation  services  ~  be  it  fi^om  an  existing  reactor  or  a  new  one, 
on  a  govenunent  site. 

We  strongly  encourage  the  Committee  to  provide  guidance  to  DOE  to  reconsider  its  decision,  so 
as  to  include  a  lower  cost  option  for  a  new  facility:  a  large  ALWR,  especially  a  privatized 
multipurpose  reactor,  on  a  government  site. 


Advanced  Light  Water  Reactor  Program 

For  the  last  decade,  DOE  and  the  nuclear  industry  have  cost  shared  in  the  development  and 
licensing  of  the  ALWR  designs  The  first  major  projects  to  be  completed  under  this  program  will 
be  the  NRC  Design  Certification  of  the  large,  evolutionary  designs:  ABB  Combustion 
Engineering's  System  80+  standard  design  and  General  Electric's  ABWR  design  The  Design 
Certifications,  to  be  issued  via  rulemakings  later  in  calendar  year  1996,  will  mark  a  major 
milestone  in  maintaining  the  viability  of  the  U.S.  nuclear  energy  option.  Since  the  designs  are 
already  being  actively  marketed  in  Asia,  the  federal  government  may  soon  share  in  the  benefits  of 
creating  high  technology  export  products  ~  products  that  will  add  thousands  of  highly  skilled  jobs 
to  the  US  economy,  as  well  as  improvement  to  the  balance  of  trade  picture. 


2526 


ABB-CE  and  GE  have  contributed  more  than  $100  million  of  cost-share  to  the  certification  of 
these  designs.  To  support  the  NRC  review,  we  have  often  risked  our  own  funds  to  fulfill 
commitments  to  NRC  ~  even  though  DOE  did  not  have  adequate  funding  to  support  its  cost 
share  commitments  at  the  time.  We  took  such  initiatives  in  good  faith  ~  because  we  recognized 
that  maintaining  the  NRC's  review  on  schedule  would  minimize  the  program's  costs  and  we  knew 
that  DOE  would  try  to  be  fair  with  us  in  future  budget  allocations.  As  we  approach  the 
completion  of  this  program,  it  is  essential  that  the  Committee  provide  DOE  with  sufficient  funds 
to  fulfill  its  final  obligations  to  our  project.  We  estimate  that  the  FY-97  funding  needed  to 
complete  System  80+  Design  Certification  will  be  $3  million.  We  understand  that  DOE  agrees 
with  this  figure. 

Completion  of  our  Design  Certification  program  in  early  FY-97  will  mark  a  major  success  for 
DOE's  ALWR  program.  It  will  also  mark  the  end  of  DOE  funding  for  our  System  80+ 
certification  effort.  DOE  can  then  focus  its  ALWR  program  entirely  upon  completing 
Certification  of  the  small,  passive  pressurized  water  reactor  design.  Thus,  everyone  will  benefit 
by  assuring  that  the  large,  evolutionary  ALWR  Design  Certifications  are  completed  on  schedule. 


2527 


TESTIMONY  OF  PROFESSOR  WILLIAM  E.  DRUMMOND 

^^_  BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
OF  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 


FY  96  has  been  a  difficult  year  for  the  fusion  program.  The  program 
has  been  faced  with  major  budget  cuts  and  a  call  for  a  reevaluation  of  both  its 
domestic  and  international  programs.  In  an  effort  to  resolve  these  matters, 
the  Fusion  Energy  Advisory  Committee  (FEAC)  has  issued  a  report  which 
develops  the  outiSne  of  a  dear  public  policy  which,  if  properly  implemented. 
could  provide  the  direction  the  fusion  program  needs. 

The  FEAC  report  proposes  a  major  restructuring  of  the  fusion  program 
which  is  directly  responsive  to  the  congressional  mandate  on  program 
direction  as  well  as  congressional  guidance  with  respect  to  future  funding. 
The  excepts  below  give  the  thrust  of  this  proposal. 


The  underlying  theme  of  the  restructuring  is  to  redirect  the  program 
away  from  the  expensive  development  path  to  a  fusion  power  plant  (and)  to 
focus  on  the  less  costly  critical  basic  science  and  technology  foundations." 

"MISSION:  Advance  plasma  science,  fusion  science,  and 
fusion  technology  -  the  knowledge  base  needed  for  the 
economically    and  environmentally    attractive  fusion 
energy  source. 

This  mission  and  intent  can  best  be  met  with  the  following  set  of  policy  goals: 

•  Advance  plasma  science  in  pursuit  of  national  science 
and  technology  goals; 

•  Develop  fusion  sdence,  technology,   and   plasma  con- 
finement   innovations   as    the  central  theme    of    the 
domestic  program; 

•  Pursue  fusion  energy  science  and  technology  as  a  partner 
in  the  international  effort 

These  goals  have  the  same  major  elements  as  the  FCAST  key  priorities,  but 
emphasize  more  the  science  foundation  of  the  program." 
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The  difference  between  a  science  program  which  has  a  research 
perspective  and  a  development  program  has  enormous  implications  for  the 
management  of  the  fusion  program. 


A  RESEARCH  PERSPECTIVE 

For  the  last  twenty-five  years,  the  government's  fusion  program  has 
been  a  traditional  industrial  development  program  with  the  objective  of 
producing  a  commercial  fusion-powered  electric  power  station  by  some 
specified  date.  The  objective  was  fixed  —  only  the  date  changed.  The  path  to 
that  objective  was  assumed  to  be  known,  and  the  program  had  only  to 
complete  certain  specified  assignments  to  reach  the  objective.  The  essential 
physics  was  taken  to  be  known,  and  the  tmcertain  physics  was  deemed  to  be 
unnecessary.  Experimental  facilities  were  built  only  to  resolve  specific 
development  issues;  they  had  no  general  research  role. 

The  development  approach  has  served  the  program  poorly.  Fusion, 
like  the  war  on  cancer,  is  a  broad,  long-term  pro]X>sition  for  which  the 
scientific  base  is  far  from  complete.  In  such  circumstances,  there  is  no 
historical  basis  for  predicting  developments  even  a  few  years  in  advance.  We 
have  never  been  able  to  foretell  science.  It  is  fantasy  to  make  predictions  for  a 
decade  and  beyond  and  unjustifiably  pretentious  to  organize  a  program  on 
the  basis  of  sud\  predictions.  The  iiarrow  developmental  approach  is  proving 
a  poor  programmatic  guide  and  has  led  to  unrealistic  expectations  of  the 
program,  fusion's  great  albatross. 

The  fusion  program  has  made  tremendous  advances  in  both 
knowledge  and  j>erformance  over  the  last  twenty-five  years.  Despite  the 
progress,  we  are  not  yet  ready  for  industrial  development  of  a  commercial 
product.  Considerable  further  advancement  will  be  required  before  practical 
applications  will  be  feasible.  The  program  should  therefore  be  organized  like 
other  science  programs  supported  for  their  ultimate  practical  application.  The 
most  familiar  examples  come  from  the  National  Institutes  of  Health. 
Everyone  recognizes  the  breadth  of  biological  understanding  necessary  to  cure 
diseases  and  the  impossibility  of  predicting  precisely  which  path  to  a  cure  will 
prove  most  effective. 

The  best  way  of  encouraging  scientific  advances  is  to  have  good 
physicists  perform  good  experiments.  This  is  the  proven  path  to  scientific 
progress. 

The  difference  between  science  and  development  has  immense 
implicatioi\s  for    the    fusion    program,    both    philosophical    and    practical. 
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Philosophically,  we  should  concentrate  our  effort  on  the  most  problematic, 
least  understood  aspects  of  fusion  physics,  for  example  transport.  We  should 
emphasize  basic  iinderstanding  and  not  judge  matters  solely  by  the  criterion 
of  perceived  reactor  relevance.  Furthermore,  we  should  examine  the  role  of 
our  experimental  facilities  from  a  different  view.  The  development  program 
built  devices  for  specific,  narrow  purposes;  having  served  their  purpose,  the 
devices  may  be  closed.  On  the  other  hand,  a  research  program  builds  facilities 
as  the  basic  resources  for  experimental  investigations.  Devices  are 
maintained  as  long  as  they  are  capable  of  competitive  research. 

For  a  long-term,  "big-sdence"  area  like  high  energy  physics  or  fusion, 
the  management  priorities  must  be  1)  scientific  staff,  2)  major  facilities,  3) 
specific  projects  and  experiments.  All  are  important,  but  the  ranking  is 
determined  by  the  creation /regeneration  time  of  the  resource.  (These  have 
not  been  the  priorities  of  the  present  fusion  program.  The  first  two  have  been 
largely  ignored  and  prioritization  begtm  with  ranking  of  specific  projects.) 

In  practice,  a  research  program  would  be  greatly  different  from  a 
developmental  program.  For  brevity,  consider  only  the  two  major  devices, 
TFTR  and  DIII-D,  and  the  smaller,  but  substantial  Alcator  C-Mod.  These  are 
not  only  large  devices;  these  institutions  are  the  major  reservoirs  of 
experimental  expertise.  The  three  devices  complement  each  other  in  many 
important  aspects.  They  operate  in  very  different  plasma  regimes  and  this 
diversity  of  devices  is  essential  to  progress,  as  is  tixe  competition  between 
experimental  groups  and  interpretations.  For  example,  although  TFTR's 
contribution  to  direct  reactor  development  is  limited  to  its  unique  D-T 
capability  (alpha  physics,  etc.)  —  its  research  capability  is  far  broader  and  is 
absolutely  vital  if  we  are  to  seriously  address  the  fundamentals  of  fusion 
science.  Its  high  power,  excellent  diagnostic  set,  and  comparatively  simple 
magnetic  geometry  provide  an  important  reference  point  and  experimental 
capability.  As  we  plan  for  the  future,  we  must  maintain  the  capacity  of  all  of 
these  groups  to  contribute  to  fusion  science. 

Finally,  the  management  required  of  the  Office  of  Fusion  Energy  would 
be  greatly  reduced  —  to  the  same  level  as  that  of  other  physics  research 
programs  in  DoE.  The  management  of  a  scientific  program  requires  very 
different  talents  and  experience  than  that  of  a  development  program.  The 
head  of  this  program  should  be  a  distingxiished  scientist  who  has  been  active 
in  the  field,  shares  the  research  perspective  discussed  above,  and  could  insure 
the  scientific  integrity  and  scientific  quality  of  the  program.  The  NIH  is  a  fine 
example. 
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THE  DOMESTIC  SCIENCE  PROGRAM 


For  the  past  forty  years,  the  principal  focus  of  the  fusion  research 
program  has  been  on  the  physics  of  fusion  plasmas.  The  goal  has  been  to  heat 
and  confine  a  fusion  plasma  for  a  period  of  time  which  is  long  enough  for  a 
self-sustained  energy  producing  fusion  reaction  to  occur.  By  any  measure,  the 
results  of  this  research  program  have  been  extraordinary.  The  principal 
measure  of  progress,  the  confinement  time,  has  been  improved  by  more  than 
a  factor  of  a  million.  To  reach  the  goal  of  practical  fusion  power,  we  need 
only  improve  this  by  an  additional  factor  of  five.  To  take  this  final  step, 
requires  an  intense  scientific  research  program  sustained  for  a  period  of  a 
decade  or  more.  This  is  the  overriding  mandate  of  the  fusion  science 
program. 

In  taking  this  final  step,  the  shift  to  a  scientific  perspective  is 
particularly  timely.  Over  the  past  two  years,  new  computational  techniques, 
based  on  first  principle  physics,  have  been  developed  which  successf.illy 
explain  much  of  the  energy  confinement  data  in  large  tokamaks.  These 
calculations  accurately  predict  the  energy  confinement  in  the  core  of  TFTR 
and  JET  under  many  conditions  and  provide  a  new  scientific  understanding 
whidi  unifies  many  seemingly  disparate  experimental  phenomena. 

In  the  same  time  frame,  new  exp>erimental  results  on  TFTR  and  DIIID 
have  shown  that  under  some  conditions  the  anomalous  energy  losses 
which  have  plagued  fusion  experiments  can  be  markedly  decreased  and  this 
appears  to  be  in  agreement  with  the  new  computational  results. 

The  fusion  program  thus  appears  to  be  on  the  verge  of  a  period  of 
extraordinary  scientific  productivity.  If  we  proceed  with  a  scientific 
perspective,  we  will  be  able  to  carry  out  a  broad  interactive  program  using 
our  existing  experimental  facilities  and  our  rapidly  expanding  computational 
capability  to,  within  a  few  years,  greatly  expand  our  understcmding  of  fusion 
plasmas  and  hopefully  to  develop  an  understanding  of  how  we  should 
proceed  towards  the  ultimate  goal. 

To  attack  this  experimentally,  we  have  four  major  assets:  TFTR,  DIED, 
Alcator  C-Mod,  and  the  university  programs.  TFTR,  DIIID  and  C-Mod  are 
three  very  different  experimental  facilities,  which  are  among  the  best  in  the 
world  —  all  well  suited  for  this  research,  and  all  with  strong  research  teams. 
Due  to  budget  cuts,  these  are  operating  at  a  very  low  level  in  FY  96.  In 
addition,  there  are  smaller  but  equally  talented  exp)erimental  teams  in  the 
universities  which  have  had  their  research  facilities  abruptiy  shut  down  by 
the  DoE  in  FY  96.    Restoring  gll  of  these  programs  to  full  productivity  not 
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only  addresses  the  central  problem  of  fusion  science,  but  is  the  most  highly 
leveraged  use  of  our  limited  funds  in  that  it  makes  maximum  use  of  our 
previous  large  investments  in  both  facilities  and  people.  This  is  a  first 
priority. 

On  the  theoretical  side,  there  are  outstanding  fusion  theory  groups 
both  in  the  major  labs  and  in  the  universities.  Together,  these  give  the  U.S. 
world  leadership  in  this  vital  area.  This  also  is  a  first  priority  and  must  be 
maintained. 

Finally,  as  discussed  in  the  NRC  report,  there  is  widespread  concern 
that  the  support  for  plasma  physics  as  a  basic  science  has  virtually 
disappeared.  Support  for  plasma  physics  was  historically  provided  by  the 
DoE,  but  this  has  dried  up  as  the  DoE  fusion  program  has  focused  more  on 
development  in  the  last  few  years.  Broadening  the  research  and  teaching 
of  plasma  physics  within  ttie  university  community  is  also  a  first  priority. 

Other  programs  such  as  system  studies,  fusion  technologies,  material 
studies,  inertial  fusion,  planning  and  projects,  etc.,  all  of  which  have  already 
been  supported  by  the  DoE,  are  also  necessary  if  we  are  to  reach  the  goal  of 
fusion  power.  However,  if  we  are  to  fully  fvmd  our  first  priority  programs, 
these  other  programs  will  need  to  be  postponed  for  the  present.  TTiese  are  not 
first  priority  programs. 

The  details  and  costs  of  the  first  priority  projects  are  given  on  the 
following  spreadsheet.  The  first  coluirm  gives  the  FY  95  budget  breakdown, 
and  the  second  gives  the  same  budget  if  TPX,  ITER,  ITER-related  activities, 
and  Germantown  overhead  costs  are  eliminated.  This  does  not  give  a  strong 
research  program  because  the  money  is  not  in  the  right  places.  But  a  set  of 
relatively  small  changes,  shown  in  the  third  column,  gives  the  strong  science 
program  shov^m  in  Column  four. 

The  total  budget  for  a  strong  domestic  scientific  program  is  $212.7 
million. 

Although  these  changes  are  small,  they  are  vital.  Those  which  require 
explanation  are  discussed  on  the  page  following  the  spreadsheet. 

It  must  be  imderstood  that  this  is  not  simply  an  across-the-board  cut  of 
the  core  program.  A  scientifically  sophisticated  program  management  is 
required  to  develop  and  effect  this  kind  of  program. 
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PARTiaPATION  IN  INTERNATIONAL  PROGRAMS 

We  are  currently  a  partner  in  the  ITER  EDA  program  which  is  an 
engineering  design  study  for  a  proposed  very  large  fusion  project.  The  PCAST 
report  notes  that  "the  ITER  Project  as  currently  envisioned,  ~  combining  an 
ignition  experiment  with  a  bum  as  long  as  1000  seconds  ~  and  with  a 
technology-testing  phase  intended  to  demonstrate  most  of  the  technological 
features  of  a  reactor  —  has  led  to  a  project  with  a  price-tag  that  may  be  higher 
than  even  an  international  consortium  may  be  willing  to  pay",  and  urges  that 
the  U.S.  renegotiate  the  goals  as  well  as  the  scale  and  timing  of  such  an 
undertaking.  The  FEAC  report  notes  that  even  if  the  ITER  project  were  to  be 
built,  the  U.S.,  with  its  limited  fusion  budget,  could  not  be  a  significant 
participant.  Nonetheless,  it  is  pointed  out  that  we  have  entered  into  an 
international  agreement  to  participate  in  this  design  study  through  its 
completion  in  FY  98.  The  FEAC  report  indicates  that  we  have,  with  the 
agreement  of  the  other  partners,  reduced  our  contribution  to  this  project  to  $55 
million  per  year.  It  is  argued  that  if  we  were  to  stop  our  participation  in  the 
ITER  EDA  that  our  reputation  as  a  reliable  partner  would  suffer.  As  a  result,  it 
is  argued,  this  could  bar  us  from  future  participation  in  other  more 
scientifically  oriented  international  projects  which  we  might  be  able  to  afford 
and  in  which  we  might  have  a  genuine  scientific  interest. 

In  the  context  of  a  total  fusion  budget  of  $275  million,  the  FEAC  report 
recommends  that  we  spend  $55  million  on  ITER  EDA. 


DOE  OVERHEAD 

The  staff  overhead  on  the  fusion  program  was  $9.6  million  in  FY  95, 
but  if  this  is  now  staffed  as  a  sdentitic  program,  this  should  be  reduced  to  $4.5 
million  or  less  by  FY  97.  Assuming  an  SBIR  charge  of  $2.75  million,  the  total 
DoE  overhead  should  be  approximately  $7.25  million. 


A  FEAC  FUSION  PROGRAM 

FEAC  indeed  presents  an  attractive  proposal  which  if  implemented 
wisely  will  profoimdly  alter  the  fusion  program  for  the  better.  The  specific 
implementation  discussed  above  provides  for  a  strong  fusion  science  program 
at  a  total  cost  of  $275  millioa. 
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FY'97  Domestic  Science  Budget 


FY95 


FY95 

x-TPX 

x-ITER  & 

ITER  related 


42.00 

62.60 

51.30 

16.40 

4.30 

2.40 

7.00 

186.00 


70.60 
6.70 
3.60 

10.20 
2.80 

93.90 


0.00 

62.60 

51.30 

16.40 

4.30 

2.40 

7.00 

144.00 

•9.30 
0.00 
6.70 
3.60 

10.20 
2.80 

14.00 


Proposed 
Changes 


6.20 

•4.30 
-2.40 
-1.00 

•1.S0 

-6.00 


-6.00 


Confinement 
TPX 
TFTR 
DIIID 
Alcator 
PBX-M 
NSTX 
International 

Total  Confinement 

D&T 

riER 

Plasma  Technologies 
Fusion  Technologies 
Advanced  Materials 
Systems  Studies 

Total  D&T 

Applied  Plasma  Physics 

Experimental  Plasma  Research 
Fusion  Plasma  Theory 
MFE  Computing 

Total  Applied  Plasma  Physics 

GPP/Program  Direction/SBIR 

Inertial  Fusion 

Close  Out  Costs 

Grand  Total 


*  This  amount  was  identitied  In  the  Science  Committee  markup  as  ITER  related 
and  how  It  Is  spread  among  the  D&T  Items  is  unspecified. 

"  How  this  reduction  is  spread  among  the  D&T  items  is  unspecified. 


FY96 

Result 


0.00 

62.60 

57.50 

16.40 

0.00 

0.00 

6.00 

142.50 


8.00 


24.20 

24.20 

12.00 

36.20 

17.20 

17.20 

8.80 

26.00 

13.40 

13.40 

-13.40 

0.00 

54.80 

54.80 

7.40 

62.20 

18.50 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

8.50 

8.50 

-8.50 

0.00 

3.00 

3.00 

-3.00 

0.00 

364.70 

224.30 

-11.60 

212.70 

-7- 
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Experimental  Plasma  Research,  •(■$12  million:  This  provides  $4  million  for 
the  current  university  programs  and  $8  million  for  new  university  basic 
research  and  alternate  concept  programs. 

Fusion  Plasma  Theory,  -fSS.S  million:  This  provides  $2.8  million  for 
program  wide  theory,  $2  million  for  new  university  programs,  and  $4  million 
for  a  major  enhancement  of  data  analysis  capability  for  TFTR  and  DmD. 

Inertial  Fusion,  -$8.5  million:  This  is  another  case  of  giving  2nd  priority  to 
activities  which  do  not  directly  support  the  core  research  program. 


-8- 
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STATEMENT 

ON  BEHALF 

OF 


VENTURA  COUNTY  AND 

VENTURA  COUNTY  FLOOD  CONTROL  DISTRICT 

VENTURA,  CALIFORNIA 


United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 


March  6,  1996 


PROJECT: 

SANTA  PAULA  CREEK  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 
VENTURA  COUNTY,  CALIFORNIA 

ACTION  REQUESTED: 

Inclusion  of  $4,200,000  for  Santa  Paula  Creek 
in  the  Federal  Budget 
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The  Santa  Paula  Creek  project  in  Ventura  County  is  unusual 
in  the  annals  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  It  was  authorized 
by  Congress  in  1948  and  construction  of  the  first  phase  was 
completed  in  1974.  However,  after  bids  for  the  second 
phase  had  been  received  and  a  contract  awarded  in  1974,  a 
preliminary  injunction  was  issued  which  prevented  this 
contract  from  proceeding.  Subsequently,  construction  of 
the  project  was  permanently  enjoined  for  failure  to  comply 
with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

In  the  ensuing  years  the  first  phase  facility,  which  was 
dependent  on  upstream  debris  retention  that  was  not 
constructed,  has  been  severely  damaged  and  has  deteriorated 
to  the  point  where  it  constitutes  a  hazard  and  could  cause 
damages  to  adjacent  property  including  the  Route  126 
freeway  which  passes  over  it.  Although  the  first  phase 
facility  lies  within  right-of-way  owned  by  the  Ventura 
County  Flood  Control  District,  it  has  not  been  accepted  for 
maintenance  and  remains  the  responsibility  of  the  Corps. 

As  provided  in  the  project  cooperation  agreement,  the  Flood 
Control  District  acquired  more  than  2.7  miles  of  right-of- 
way  but  the  Corps  has  not  fulfilled  its  obligations  under 
the  agreement,  since  the  project  remains  to  be  completed. 

During  the  almost  20  years  since  the  project  was  enjoined, 
the  Corps  has  attempted  to  develop  an  environmentally 
sensitive  project,  and  during  the  past  several  years 
prepared  a  General  Re-evaluation  Report,  which  is  now 
complete  and  a  Record  of  Decision  on  the  EIS  is  awaiting 
the  Chief  of  Engineers'  signature.  The  recommended  project 
is  more  environmentally  compatible  and,  based  on  comments 
received  to  date,  appears  to  be  acceptable  to  all 
interests. 

Because  of  the  dismal  condition  of  the  first  phase 
facility,  it  is  essential  that  construction  of  the  project 
be  re-initiated  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 
Accordingly,  $2.7  million  was  appropriated  for  FY  1996. 
This  will  enable  the  Corps  to  commence  replacement  of  the 
deteriorated  first  phase  facility  with  a  new  facility 
consistent  with  overall  project  recommended  in  the  General 
Re-evaluation  Report.  It  is  our  understanding  that  the 
Corps  will  begin  physical  construction  in  FY  1996,  and 
needs  $4.2  million  to  continue  construction. 

It  has  been  determined  that  the  proposed  recommended  plan 
being  considered  in  the  General  Re-evaluation  Report  can  be 
pursued  under  the  existing  project  authorization,  and  that 
the  existing  project  agreement  with  the  Ventura  County 
Flood  Control  District  can  apply  with  minor  modifications. 
The  injunction  against  further  construction  is  being 
addressed  in  the  new  EIS  and,  based  on  coordination  to 
date,  no  controversy  is  anticipated. 
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As  mentioned  earlier,  the  existing  first  phase  facility 
poses  a  hazard.  This  was  acknowledged  as  long  ago  as 
February,  1990  in  a  letter  from  the  Commanding  Officer, 
South  Pacific  Division  of  the  Corps  to  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  which  he  stated,  "I  was  appalled  by  the 
presently  deteriorated  and  unsafe  condition  of  the  channel. 
It  was  clear  to  me  that  the  partially  constructed  concrete 
channel,  damaged  by  the  recent  floods  and  the  present 
build-up  of  debris  and  sediment  in  the  channel,  poses  a 
threat  of  flooding  that  may  result  in  loss  of  human  life 
and  destruction  of  property."  Conditions  today  are  even 
worse,  and  demand  expeditious  action. 

Finally,  as  an  indicator  of  the  importance  of  completing 
this  project  to  the  City  of  Santa  Paula,  the  following 
figures  are  pertinent.  About  4  000  homes  are  located,  and 
about  13,000  people  live,  in  the  flood  plain  mapped  by  the 
Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency.  This  flood  plain  also 
includes  the  entire  downtown  area,  the  City's  historic 
neighborhoods,  and  five  of  seven  schools  in  the  elementary 
school  district.  Completion  of  the  project  recommended  in 
the  General  Re-evaluation  Report  will  lift  the  flood  threat 
and  the  flood  insurance  premium  burden  from  all  of  these 
people  and  properties. 

We  sincerely  appreciate  the  subcommittee's  consideration  of 
our  request. 
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P.O.  Box  1348  •  Hoopa,  California  95546  •  (916)  625-4211  HOOPA  VALLEY  TRIBE 

-k     I       Q-     I*  Regular  meetings  on  1SI  &  3rd 

USie    KlSling  Thursdays  ol  each  Monm 

Chairman 
8  March  1 996 

The  Honorable  John  Myers 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Congress  of  the  United  States 

House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Washington,  DC  20515-6015 

Dear  Chairman  Myers: 

On  behalf  of  the  Hoopa  Valley  Tribe  of  California  (Tribe),  I  want  to  express  my 
appreciation  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  testimony  regarding  the  FY  1997  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  (Reclamation)  budget.   A  summary  of  my  request  is  as  follows: 

1 .  Maintain  the  FY  1 997  Reclamation  budget  for  the  Trinity  River  Restoration 
Program  and  Trinity  River  Division  Operation  and  Maintenance  at  the  FY  1996 
level  of  $5,067,000  and  $4,600,000,  respectively. 

2.  Provide  support  for  the  Co-Management  Agreement  between  the  Tribe  and 
Reclamation,  initiated  in  1994,  at  a  level  of  $750,000. 

BACKGROUND  OF  TRINITY  RIVER  FISHERY  AND  WATER  ISSUES 
In  1963,  Reclamation  completed  construction  of  the  Trinity  River  Division  of  the 
Central  Valley  Water  Project  (CVP).  The  Trinity  River  Division  provides  an  estimated 
fourteen  percent  of  the  total  water  reclaimed  by  the  CVP.  The  Trinity  River  in 
Northern  California  is  the  largest  tributary  to  the  Klamath  River,  which  is  the  second 
largest  River  system  in  California.  For  years,  the  Klamath  River  has  been  a  large 
producer  of  fishery  resources  for  Native  Americans,  sport  fishermen,  commercial 
fishermen,  as  well  as  being  vital  to  the  economic  health  of  Northern  California. 

Shortly  after  completion  of  the  Trinity  Dam,  and  subsequent  diversion  of  river  flows 
from  the  Trinity  River,  the  fishery  and  quality  of  river  flows  began  to  seriously  decline. 
In  1984,  Congress  enacted  the  Trinity  River  Restoration  Act  (PL  98-541)  which  was 
an  attempt  to  reverse  the  estimated  eighty  percent  decline  of  the  fishery  and  water 
resources  within  the  Trinity  River  Basin.  Further,  the  House,  in  recognition  of  the  need 
for  further  restoration  work,  has  unanimously  approved  HR  2243  which  extends  the 
Restoration  Program  for  three  years. 

In  the  1970's,  the  Tribe  established  its  Fisheries  Department  and  began  active 
participation  in  fishery  and  water  resource  management  issues.   By  the  mid-1 980's, 
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the  Tribe  was  instrumental  in  helping  to  obtain  a  fishery  allocation  agreement  which, 
among  other  things,  established  a  minimum  spawner  level  which  protected  the 
reproductive  needs  of  natural  fish  stocks  against  the  adverse  impacts  of  excessive 
harvest.  The  success  of  the  fishery  allocation  agreement  subsequently  led  to  the 
establishment  of  the  Klamath  Fishery  Management  Council  in  1986  (Public  Law  99- 
552).  This  action  was  pivotal  in  that  a  single  planning  and  management  forum, 
integrating  harvest  and  habitat  management,  was  now  established  for  the  Klamath 
River  Basin.  Moreover,  this  process  was  institutionalized  by  the  Klamath  Restoration 
Act  (PL  99-552).  Since  then,  under  the  guidance  of  the  Self-Determination  Project  (PL 
103-413),  the  Tribe  and  Reclamation  have  developed  a  Co-Management  Agreement 
whereby  Reclamation's  habitat  management  decisions  (affecting  water  quality  and 
quantity)  and  harvest  management  issues  are  coordinated  to  enhance  the  fishery 
resources  and  economies  throughout  Northern  California  and  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

Now  in  its  third  year,  the  Co-Management  Agreement  between  the  Tribe  and 
Reclamation  has  contributed  not  only  to  the  fulfillment  Reclamation's  Federal  trust 
responsibility  to  Native  Americans,  but  has  also  served  as  a  conduit  for  bringing 
Federal,  State,  Tribal  and  local  management  agencies  together  into  a  constructive  and 
cooperative  forum  for  managing  fishery  and  water  resources  within  the  Trinity  River 
Basin.  While  all  of  these  issues  have  been  partially  addressed,  both  the  Tribe  and 
Reclamation  continue  to  regard  the  Co-Management  Agreement  as  essential  for 
achieving  comprehensive  long-term  fishery  and  water  management  within  the  Klamath 
River  Basin. 

AMOUNT  REQUESTED  AND  FUNDING  MECHANISMS 

1.  Funding  Request  for  Construction  and  Rehabilitation  and  Operation  and 
Maintenance. 

The  Tribe  requests  that  the  Committee  maintain  the  Trinity  River  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Management  Program  at  Reclamation's  FY  1997  proposed  level  of  $5,067,000  for 
Construction  and  Rehabilitation  and  $4,600,000  for  Operation  and  Maintenance  to 
include  all  fishery  monitoring  activities  within  the  Trinity  River  Basin. 

2.  The  Tribe  requests  that  the  Committee  maintain  the  Co-Management  Agreement 
between  the  Tribe  and  Reclamation  at  a  level  of  $750,000  for  implementation  in  FY 
1997.  This  amount  would  provide  for  continued  Tribal  involvement  in  field  activities, 
analysis,  and  management  forums,  necessary  to  provide  informed  recommendations 
to  Reclamation  as  well  as  other  federal  management  authorities. 

In  1 992,  the  Tribe  <^nd  Reclamation  Initiated  the  Co-Management  Agreement  .to 

HVT  FY  1997  HOUSE  APPflCX'mATIONSTES'nMpNY      2>*  '  '".««««»■ 

SUBMriTED  3-8-96  TO  CHAIRMAN  MYERS.  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  BtERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 
PAGE  2  ^. 
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promote  systemic  management  of  Klamath  Basin  fisheries  and  water  resources.  An 
interdisciplinary  team  of  technical  staff  from  the  Tribal  Fisheries  Department  and 
Reclamation's  Mid-Pacific  Region  has  addressed  management  of  tribal  trust  fishery  and 
water  resources.  Decision-making  in  this  collegial  forum  has  already  produced 
significant  benefits;  dramatically  improved  relations  between  the  Tribe  and 
Reclamation  and  coordination  of  operations  at  the  Klamath  and  Central  Valley  projects. 

The  Co-Management  Agreement  is  supported  by  Reclamation's  mid-Pacific  Region  and 
serves  as  a  model  which  demonstrated  how  complicated  and  complex  multi- 
jurisdictional  issues  may  be  resolved  through  government-to-government  agreements. 
The  Agreement  is  complemented  with  an  annual  trust  evaluation  aimed  at  continual 
refinement  of  the  working  relationship  between  the  Tribe  and  Reclamation.  The 
requested  funding  would  enable  the  Tribe  to  pursue  its  involvement  in  operations 
planning,  environmental  impact  analysis,  hatchery  investigations,  fisheries 
management,  and  facilitate  inter-governmental  forums  to  accelerate  resource 
restoration  through  unified  management  actions. 

RESULTS  ANTICIPATED 

Trinity  Restoration  Program:  Effective  protection  of  fisheries,  critical  to  the  Hoopa 
Valley  and  Yurok  Tribes  and  the  economic  stability  of  the  fishery  dependent 
communities  of  northern  California  and  southern  Oregon,  is  promoted  through  the 
collective  forum  and  habitat  improvement  actions  of  the  Trinity  Restoration  Program. 

Identification  and  implementation  of  specific  remedies  and  monitoring  of  fishery  trends 
are  expected  results  of  Restoration  Program.  While  many  on-the-ground  achievements 
have  already  been  realized,  many  dritical  elements  have  yet  to  be  completed.  Among 
the  expected  outcomes  of  the  Program  for  1997  is  the  completion  of  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  assist  the  Secretary  with  implementation  of  in-river 
flows  required  for  full  restoration  of  salmonid  populations  in  the  Trinity  River  as 
mandated  under  PL  102-575. 

Tribal/Reclamation  Co-Management  Agreement:  The  Co-Management  Agreement  will 
continue  to  assist  in  the  coordination  of  federal,  state,  tribal  and  local  activities 
(management  and  research)  impacting  salmon  fisheries  and  salmon  habitat  of  the 
Klamath  and  Trinity  rivers.  By  illustration,  accomplishments  under  this  agreement  in 
FY  1 996,  included  maintenance  of  data  collection  and  analysis  programs  critical  to  the 
integrated  management  of  the  Klamath  and  Trinity  fishery  resources.  With  the 
anticipated  expiration  of  the  Trinity  Restoration  Program  on  30  September  1 995,  state 
^Nd^tedigral  agencies  wereclQSing  field  offices  and  functions  within  the  Basin  for  lack 
of  internal  budg(Hs>4»«<!pipptete  n^r^o^    efforts.     Recogriizlog' the  heed  fpr 
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responsible  management  of  the  Trinity  and  Klaniath  basins,  the  Tribe  and  Reclamation 
acted  in  concert  to  persuade  these  co-managers  to  commit  their  scientists  to  the 
Basin.  Secondly,  the  Tribe  assumed  co-lead  status  in  the  Basin  in  an  unprecedented 
partnership  with  these  entities  to  assure  that  vital  data  be  obtained  for  continued 
management  of  the  habitat  and  fishery  resources.  Today,  these  partnerships  are 
growing  under  the  guidance  of  the  Tribe  and  Reclamation. 

The  Co-Management  Agreement  is  intended  to  restore  Trinity  River  fisheries  to  pre- 
project  levels.  In  response  to  drastic  declines  in  Klamath  Basin  fish  populations,  the 
Tribe  has  been  compelled  to  develop  internal  fishery  and  water  management 
capabilities  to  a  very  sophisticated  level.  In  the  last  several  years  the  Tribe  has 
emerged  as  a  leader  in  comprehensive  basin-wide  management  of  these  important 
resources.  Already,  this  innovative  project  has  yielded  substantial  benefits  as  the 
Tribe  has  worked  effectively  with  Reclamation  to  improve  coordinated  management 
through  the  organization  of  inter-governmental  forums. 

In  1 994,  the  Tribe  led  a  multi-agency  team  in  coordinating  the  first  ever  Klamath  Basin 
fishery  symposium  which  summarized  hallmarks  in  restoration  and  our  collective 
understanding  of  habitat  and  fishery  managenr>ent  problems.  Symposium  proceedings 
were  published  and  are  used  today  as  a  comprehensive  reference  to  Basin  issues. 
Future  symposia  are  anticipated  as  are  public  information  forums  and  workshops 
committed  to  disseminating  information  across  a  wide  group  of  scientists,  managers, 
representatives,  and  publics. 

Although  the  Tribe's  relationship  with  Reclamation  has  improved  significantly  in  recent 
years,  it  is  clear  that  the  fishery  management  problenr>s  associated  with  the  Central 
Valley  Project  and  Klamath  Project  operations  are  continuing.  Resolution  of  these 
issues  may  only  be  assured  through  the  continued  commitment  by  the  Tribe  and 
Reclamation  to  ongoing  co-management  of  these  important  resources. 
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Again,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  testinrx>ny  regarding  Reclamation's  FY 
1 997  budget.  I  am  available  to  discuss  these  matters  with  you  in  more  detail  at  your 
convenience. 

Sincerely, 


,HVrFY  1997H0USC 
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SAN  JOAQUIN  Farm 


roi  A^S  WWMifMS  /  PLANHIH6  fOU  TOMOnKOW 


March  1, 1996 


The  Honorable  John  T.  Meyers 

Chairman 

House  y^ropriations  Subcommittee  on  Enerjiy  ^nd  Water  Development 

2362  Raybum  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 


Chainnan  M^ers, 

The  foDowing  comments  are  being  sent  to  ym 
submit  comments  to  you  and  your  subcommit^e 
address  California  water. 


sticmg! 


The  San  Joaquin  Farm  Bureau  Federation  is  is 
water  storage  fecUities  in  California  that  will  aasi^i 
supplies  to  meet  die  needs  of  >\4ucb  have  alrea  dy  caused 
drought  in  our  state.  A  multipurpose  Auburn  <  Ian 
Congressman  John  Doolittle  is  such  a  project 
Dam  is  not  enough-  We  must  focus  on  all  avafi^iie 
additional  storage  components,  and  on  those  v  hit  fa 
supply  needs  can  be  met  togetho-  widi  one  pro  |ec ; 


response  of  the  availability  to 
br  tl»  March  6, 1996  hearing  to 


Following  is  descriptive  conoments  about  the  ^a^bility  of  utilizing  a  current  sbxage 
facility  location  to  better  utilize  the  existing  wpterished. 


support  of  the  ccmstruction  of 
;t  in  making  avdl^le  water 

penn^ment  regulatory 
as  suggested  by  the  honorable 
However,  a  multipurpose  Auburn 
VfiUxt  sheds  that  can  supp<Mt 
flood  protectim  and  water 
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Honorable  John  T.  Meyers 
March  1,  1996  correspondence  from 
San  Joaquin  Farm  Bureau  Federation 
Page  2  of  S 


Dear  Honorable  Chairman  Meyers  and  Committee  meihbers 


We  urge  that  you  join  in  seeking  necessary  autboriz^on 
prompt  evaluation  of  the  potential  for  raising  Fnam 
use  of  the  increased  water  yield.    It  is  important  to  res<ii!ve 
commitment  of  the  existing  yield  of  die  San  Joacpii  i 
yield  was  already  over  committed  prior  to  the  CVP 
and  the  substantial  river  flow  standards  widcb  the 
Board  mandates.  Raising  Friant  Dam  is  conceptua  ly 
a  substantia]  portion  of  these  flows  without  am^oi 
parties  dependent  on  existing  supplies. 


lA, 
$t^e 


and  fimdtng  for  a 
and  making  multipurpose 
the  severe  over 
a-  System.  This  existing 
the  listing  of  Delta  Smelt, 
W^er  Resources  Control 
most  viable  way  to  supply 
reallocation  of  water  from 


tlie: 


This  proposed  study  has  been  endorsed  by  the  Oali£|>mia 
and  has  received  favorable  comment  during  discussjions 


USBR  reconnaissance  studies  in  1952, 197S,  and  IS  82  attest  to  the  physical 
feasibility  of  the  proposal.  However,  they  did  not  a  ddn  ss  its  yield  since  1 9S2  v^iien 
no  flood  release  data  was  yet  available.  They  also  <  lid  r  ot  consi(fer  the  yield  tfiat 
would  resuh  if  the  increased  reservoir  capacity  wer^  us^  to  provide  multipurpose 
downstream  benefits. 


Water  C<Nnoiission, 
with  CVP  COTtractors. 
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H(»(»able  John  T.  Meyers 
March  1,  1996  correspondence  from 
San  Joaquin  Farm  Bureau  Federation 
Page  3  of 5 


Furthermore,  the  US  Corps  has  recently  inclie|$ed  its  < 
frequency  of  flood  releases  from  the  existing  din.  T  be  i 
existing  dam  is  much  smaller  than  the  reservoir ;  m  qther 


The  substantial  potential  increase  in  res^vofr 
It  is  important  that  the  evaluation  be  based  on 
cumulative  benefit  of  these  multiple  uses. 


I^jkcity  can  meet  several  BeHdi. 
<foi  imiiaBg  iind  evalu^ing  die 


1 )        It  will  provide  fish  flows  tfiat  are  not  tala  u  ^  P  gxj  SttPg  Fnatf  WatCT  USCTS, 


Fish  flows  from  Friant  to  the  Merced  River  are 
is  combined  with  a  new  diversion  dam  (inclQdiiig||fi^ 
can  provide  a  major  improvement  in  fishery  froi  n 
can  contribute  to  fish  flows  in  the  main  stem  of  pi^ 
the  South  E>elta. 


2)       It  will  improve  flood  protection.  Friant  r^I^aseis  are 

contributor  to  flood  flows  that  exceed  the  flow 

Etelta. 


vateri 


3)       It  will  provide  protection  for  downstream  ^  ipei  ior 

Appropriative  water  ri^t  holders  on  the  river  ^'s  cm' s  triblutaries 

responsibihty  to  bypass  a  sufiBcient  portion  of  tie 

protect  superior  water  rights  along  die  main  stei  !i  {>f  #e 

The  yield  of  the  proposal  could  provide  the  Upp  ei  San  Joajquin 

responsibihty. 


dstimate  of  the  size  and 
>ir  provided  by  the 
tributaries. 


w  )efi  tliy  ii  [adequate.  If  die  prqsosal 
_i)ai  MoKtota  Pool  it 
^rUaa  to  die  Merced  River  and 
riyer  aljong  the  valley  floor  and  in 


now  the  primary 
(bbadty  of  the  floodway  into  the 


rights, 
have  a  collective 
Lini^ai^  tributary  flows  to 

and  in  the  South  £>elta. 
basin's  share  of  diat 
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to: 


4)       The  same  flows  that  benefit  fish^y  an^  pijoti 
go  a  long  way  toward  correcting  the  salinity  <ind 
caused  by  the  Westside  drainage  that  enters  1  he 
Sloughs. 


5)       These  same  flows  would  also  reduce 
quality"  releases  and  thereby  make  more  Ne^ 
the  groimdwater  overdraft  in  eastern  San 


Joa<|ui! 


6)       These  same  flows,  after  sa\ang  the  ab<  >ve 
indirectly  either  for  Delta  outflow  or  for  &q)ort 
worth  more  than  yield  north  of  the  Delta  because 
across  the  Delta  with  attendant  problems. 


tl)«  bjurdlbn  oh  New  Mekmes  for  "water 

Meloi  ies  ^  /ater  available  to  relieve 

a  vanty  or  for  other  purposes. 


7)       It  will  provide  improved  recreation  in  t  le  $an  poa^uin  River  Parkway,  and 
improved  recreational  fishing  elsewhere. 


8)       In  evaluating  the  proposal  consideratio  i  ^oulq  be 
of  water  yield  at  the  time  that  the  project  mig^ 
rapid  increase  in  Statewide  water  shortage  it 
water  will  increase  significantly. 


pui)osc|s 
fWaer 


9)       It  will  provide  an  increase  in  hydro  povi^er.  Tl  ere  ml]  be  a  net  increase,  but 
some  loss  in  power  generation  upstream  of  thp  rcjser  otr  "vili  partially  ofifeet  the  gain 
at  the  dam. 


It  toes 


iippsars 


dolwnstream  water  ri^ts  can 
io  1  concentiatioii  problems 
prii  nahly  via  Sah  and  Mud 


,  can  serve  directly  or 

south  of  the  Delta  is 
not  have  to  be  brought 


yield 


given  to  the  probable  vahie 
bje  c({|mplbted.  With  a  forecasted 
ine^  itaWe  that  the  value  of 
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We  are  uncertain  how  this  proposal  can  b^i 
benefit  project.  Institutional  limitetions  would 
achieve  this  all  inclusive  evaluation.  We  sol  icit 
your  expertise  on  how  it  can  best  be  accomp  lisfajeii 


Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matte  r 
content  of  this  testimony  please  contact  the  San 
P.O.  Box  8444  in  Stockton,  California  95201 1 


Respectfully  s  ubn  li  tted , 


WILLIAM  E.Bi:CH' 

President 


'lm.JLV^(^r- 


IFFORDl^OJJTE 

Water  Oi^imifti|i 


ble  eValii{de(i  as  a  balanced  multi- 
qepd  tp  b0  oyerc^nne  in  ixdet  to 
ybur  ^libport  of  such  a  study  and 


or 


Iftheie 
loetc^iin 
tyiritotjeat 


i}jji^  fiU<m^^ 


s|re  a^y  questions  about  die 
Bureau  federation  at 
(209)931-4931. 


Fann 


rHOLf> 


CC: 


Honorable  Richard  Pombo 

Honorable  John  Doolittle 

Honorable  Gary  Condit 

Mr.  Bob  Vice,  California  Farm  Bureau  President 


FORTNEY  PETE  STARK 
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CONGRESS  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON.  O.C.  20515 

STATEMENT  OF  CONGRESSMAN  PETE  STARK 

IN  SUPPORT  OF 
SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY'S  PRIORITY  FLOOD  CONTROL 

PROJECTS 


MARCH  6TH,  1996 


Almost  a  year  ago  today,  Santa  Clara  County  faced  the  most  extensive  flooding  the  area  has 
seen  in  the  last  four  decades.  200  to  300  houses  and  buildings  in  San  Jose  were  damaged  by 
the  flooding,  and  losses  were  estimated  at  more  than  $5  million. 

These  areas  will  remain  vulnerable  until  critical  flood  control  projects  and  studies  are 
completed  on  the  Guadalupe  River,  the  Coyote/ Berry essa  Creeks,  the  Upper  Guadalupe 
River  and  the  Upper  Pennitenica  Creek.   Today,  some  of  my  colleagues  from  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  and  representatives  from  the  Santa  Clara  County  Water  District  will 
speak  before  the  Subcommittee  about  the  importance  of  fully  funding  these  four  projects 
within  the  Energy  and  Water  Appropriations  bill  for  fiscal  year  1997.  Let  me  stress  that  I  am 
in  complete  agreement.   The  continued  funding  of  these  four  flood  control  projects  is 
essential  to  the  health  and  safety  of  the  residents  of  Santa  Clara  County.  The  Subcommittee 
has  been  a  huge  help  in  appropriating  funds  to  the  projects  in  the  past.  I  hope  their  support 
can  continue  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

For  the  Guadalupe  River  Project,  $12.5  million  is  requested  to  continue  essential  construction 
work  critically  needed  to  protect  the  metropolitan  areas  of  San  Jose  and  Alviso  from  flooding. 
For  the  Coyote /Berry essa  Creeks  Projects,  $2.4  million  is  requested  to  complete  the  critical 
work  being  done  on  Coyote  Creek  and  to  complete  the  preparation  and  design  work  for 
Berryessa  Creek.   Additionally,  in  response  to  the  high  flood  risk  both  the  Upper  Guadalupe 
River  and  the  Upper  Pennitencia  Creek  present  to  the  communities  in  Santa  Clara  County, 
$580,000  has  been  requested  to  complete  the  feasibility  study  for  the  Upper  Guadalupe  River 
Project  and  $665,000  to  initiate  a  similar  study  for  the  Upper  Pennitenica  Creek  Project. 

Funding  for  the  Guadalupe  River  Project,  the  Coyote /Berryessa  Creeks  Projects  and  the 
Upper  Guadalupe  River  feasibility  study  are  included  in  the  Administration's  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1997. 

Again,  let  me  stress  how  important  these  key  flood  control  projects  are  to  the  health  and 
safety  of  the  residents  of  Santa  Clara  County.  The  flooding  that  ravaged  Santa  Clara  County 
last  March  can  and  will  happen  until  these  flood  control  projects  are  completed  and  in  place. 
I  would  like  to  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  the  strong  support  they  have  given  our  flood 
control  requests  over  the  years  and  hope  they  can  do  the  same  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
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TESTIMONY  OF  THE 
LOS  ANGELES  DEPARTMENT  OF  WATER  AND  POWER 

BEFORE  THE 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  SUBCOMMITTEE 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 


MARCH  6,  1996 


Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman.  My  name  is  Bill  McCarley  and  I  am  General  Manager 
of  the  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power.  The  Department  is  the  largest 
municipal  utility  in  the  United  States,  serving  a  city  population  of  3.5  million. 

My  purpose  here  today  is  to  respectfully  request  the  subcommittee's  approval  and 
inclusion  of  an  appropriation  of  $5,190,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Department's 
East  Valley  Water  Recvcling  Project.  This  project  was  authorized  pursuant  to  Section 
1613  of  P.L.  102-575,  the  Reclamation  Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act  of 
1992  (Act). 

When  completed,  the  East  Valley  project  will  cost  $55  million,  of  which  the  Department 
will  contribute  $42  million,  or  75%  of  the  total  cost.  The  25%  federal  share  amounts 
to  $13  million,  of  which  we  have  already  received  $2.5  million.  Our  request  of  $5.19 
million  for  fiscal  year  1997  will  help  keep  this  project  on  schedule  toward  completion 
at  the  end  of  1998. 

The  East  Valley  Water  Recycling  Project  represents  the  cornerstone  of  Los  Angeles' 
commitment  to  water  reclamation.  It  will  distribute  more  than  32,000  acre  feet  per  year 
of  reclaimed  water  to  our  local  San  Fernando  Valley  Groundwater  Basin.  The  recycled 
water  will  also  eventually  be  used  for  irrigation  and  industrial  purposes. 

The  project  involves  the  construction  of  a  pump  station  and  installation  of  thirteen  miles 
of  underground  pipe  connecting  the  Tillman  Water  Reclamation  Plant  in  Van  Nuys  to 
the  San  Fernando  Valley.  In  the  coming  fiscal  year,  we  expect  to  lay  30,000  feet  of 
pipe  and  complete  the  design  of  the  pump  station. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Los  Angeles  is  an  arid  region  that  has  traditionally  relied  heavily  on 
imported  sources  of  water  to  meet  its  needs.  Imported  water  will  continue  to  provide 
most  of  the  necessary  supply.  However,  increased  environmental  concerns,  several 
recent  years  of  drought,  limitations  on  the  ability  to  further  develop  state  water  supplies, 
and  other  factors  have  caused  Los  Angeles  to  aggressively  embrace  water  reclamation 
as  an  integral  part  of  its  water  future  along  with  water  conservation.  Our  goal  is  to 
displace  up  to  10%  of  our  water  supply  by  2010  with  reclaimed  water. 

While  the  East  Valley  recycling  project  represents  a  vital  part  of  the  City's  effort  to 
recycle  and  reuse  water,  there  are  other  critical  recycling  projects  being  planned  by  the 
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Department.  It  is  our  intention  to  appear  before  this  subcommittee  again  next  year  to 
request  funding  for  a  second  facility  -  the  Los  Angeles  Harbor  Recycling  Project  - 
which  will  recycle  secondary  effluent  produced  by  the  City's  Tenninal  Island  Treatment 
Plant. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Department  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today 
to  submit  this  statement.  Thank  you  for  your  longstanding  support  of  water  reclamation 
projects  in  Southern  California. 
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COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  BEACHES  AND  HARBORS 


STAN  WISNIE WSKI  ^^'^^  1 ,  1 996  ^g^^^  GOTTLIEB 

DIRECTOR  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 

JUDITH  KENDALL 

DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 


Honorable  John  Myers,  Chainnan 

Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee 

House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

2320  Raybum  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.  C.  20515 

Dear  Chainnan  Myers: 

FISCAL  YEAR  97  FUNDING  FOR  MARINA  DEL  REY  DREDGING  AND 
NAVIGATION  STUDY,  AND  MALIBU  COASTAL  STUDY 

Los  Angeles  County  respectfully  requests  that  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  include  fiinds  in  FY 
1997  Energy  and  Water  appropriations  for  the  following  three  projects,  which  are  urgently  required 
to  preserve,  restore,  and  maintain  vital  and  precious  public  recreation  assets. 

Marina  del  Rev  Entrance  Channel  Dredging 
($5,000,000) 

The  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  responsible  for  maintenance  dredging  of  the  Marina  del  Key's 
entrances  and  main  channel,  pursuant  to  a  perpettial  right  of  way  and  easement  agreement  with  the 
County.  Thelast  significant  dredging  ofMarina  del  Key  occurred  in  1981,  with  217,000  cubic  yards 
of  material  removed.  Since  then,  35,000  cubic  yards  were  removed  in  1987  and  55,000  cubic  yards 
were  dredged  in  1994. 

There  are  currently  over  500,000  cubic  yards  of  sediment  that  need  to  be  removed  to  return  the 
entrances  to  a  design  depth  of  20  feet.  Shoaling  in  the  south  entrance  has  left  a  navigable  channel 
that  is  only  60  feet  wide  (10%  of  the  entrance  width),  with  a  minimal  depth  for  boating  safety,  of  10 
feet.  The  north  entrance,  which  is  approximately  50%  closed,  must  serve  two-way  traffic,  resulting 
in  80%  of  the  reported  boat  groundings. 

The  near  emergency  created  by  these  conditions  has  lead  to  a  plan  to  dredge  240,000  cubic  yards  of 
clean  sediments  at  the  end  of  March  and  early  April,  1996.  This  project  which  is  being  fiinded  out 
of  current  year  appropriations,  will  not  only  open  50%  of  the  south  entrance  and  90%  of  the  north 
entrance,  it  will  also  provide  time  for  continuing  work  on  the  long-term  solution  to  the  Marina's 
dredging  problem.  However,  it  will  leave  3(X),000  cubic  yards  of  contaminated  sediments  that  must 
be  removed  to  regain  design  depth  and  avoid  annual  emergencies  caused  by  shoaling. 
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Because  the  President's  FY  97  budget  has  not  been  released,  it  is  not  known  if  any  funds  have  been 
included  to  perform  maintenance  dredging  at  Marina  del  Rey.  We  are,  therefore,  requesting  your 
support  for  an  appropriation  of  $5  milUon  to  remove  the  300,000  cubic  yards  of  sediments,  wiiich 
continue  to  threaten  the  ability  of  the  U.  S.  Coast  Guard,  the  County  Sheriffs  Harbor  Patrol,  the 
County  Lifeguards  and  the  City  and  County  Fire  Departments  to  respond  to  emergencies.  As  these 
agencies  are  the  critical  core  of  the  LAX  Air-Sea  Disaster  Response  Team,  it  is  imperative  that  the 
Marina's  entrances  remain  open  and  safely  navigable. 

To  avoid  the  potential  cost  of  upland  disposal  of  the  300,000  cubic  yarxis  of  contaminated  sediments, 
which  could  be  $30  million,  the  County  is  working  with  the  City  of  Long  Beach,  the  Corps,  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  and  others,  to  gain  j^jproval  for  use  of  the  City  of  Long  Beach's 
borrow  pits  for  contaminated  sediment  disposal.  The  City  has  1 ,400,000  cubic  yards  of  sediment 
in  the  Los  Angeles  River  estuary  that  must  be  removed,  for  which  they  will  be  requesting 
approximately  $6.4  million  from  Congress.  Because  the  dredging  of  Marina  del  Rey  will  depend 
on  completion  of  the  City's  project,  the  County  asks  that  you  support  their  funding  request,  as  well 


Marina  del  Rev  and  Ballona  Creek  Feasibility  Study 
($500,000) 

The  sediments  creating  navigational  hazards  in  Marina  del  Rey's  entrances  contain  contaminants  that 
make  dredging  and  disposal  difQcult  and  costly.  The  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  completed 
a  reconnaissance  study  which  established  that  there  is  a  Federal  interest  in  solving  this  problem.  The 
feasibility  phase  of  the  study  is  about  to  begin,  with  the  County  agreeing  to  provide  50%  of  the 
necessary  fiinding. 

The  study's  scope  is  currently  being  finalized.  It  will  focus  on  an  economical  and  environmentally 
safe  disposal  option  for  the  contaminated  sediments,  as  well  as  on  actions  that  can  be  taken  in  the 
Ballona  Creek  watershed  that  will  eliminate  or  reduce  the  flow  of  contaminated  sediments  into 
Marina  del  Rey's  entrance.  Dedicated  staff  from  the  County,  the  Corps,  the  City  of  Los  Angeles,  the 
Santa  Monica  Bay  Restoration  Project,  Heal  the  Bay,  and  other  environmental  and  regulatory 
agencies  have  worked  to  limit  the  scope,  time,  and  cost  of  this  study.  Current  estimates  are  that  the 
study  will  require  two  to  three  years  to  complete,  at  a  cost  of  $2  million.  It  is  unknown  at  this  time 
if  there  are  any  funds  in  the  President's  FY  97  budget  for  this  study.  We,  therefore,  request  your 
support  for  an  appropriation  of  $500,000  for  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  in  FY  97. 


2552 


Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

Energy  and  Water  Development  Subcommittee 

March  1,  1996 

Page  3 


Malibu  Coastal  Area  Shoreline  Protection  Study 
($200,000) 

A  reconnaissance  study,  which  was  conducted  by  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  determined 
that  there  is  a  Federal  interest  in  a  project  that  would  widen  a  sandy  beach  to  protect  Pacific  Coast 
Highway,  and  other  coastal  property,  as  well  as  to  expand  public  access  to  the  beach.  The  next  phase 
of  the  project  would  be  the  Corps'  feasibility  study,  which  would  cost  $  1 .4  million.  At  present,  the 
County  has  not  agreed  to  share  in  the  cost  of  the  study  because  it  has  no  means  to  finance  the  long- 
term  costs  for  maintenance  and  renourishment  of  the  beach.  As  a  consequence,  the  project  will 
probably  not  be  included  in  the  President's  FY  97  budget;  however,  the  County  supports  the 
recommendation  of  the  California  Marine  and  Navigation  Conference  (C-MANC)  that  $200,000  be 
added  to  the  FY  97  budget  for  the  Federal  share  of  this  study's  cost. 

Because  this  project  would  be  of  great  benefit  to  the  public,  providing  a  beautiful  beach  and 
protection  for  the  main  traffic  artery  between  the  Malibu  coastline  and  Los  Angeles,  the  feasibility 
study  should  be  funded  for  FY  97.  The  County  is  hopeful  that  funding  sources  could  be  secured 
during  that  time  to  ensure  that  fiiture  costs  of  the  project  could  be  met. 

Opposition  to  Presidential  Policies 

Los  Angeles  County  strongly  opposes  the  President's  policies  related  to  the  elimination  of  Federal 
funding  for  maintenance  dredging  of  recreational  harbors  and  for  shoreline  protection  projects. 
Attached  is  a  copy  of  a  letter  to  the  President,  signed  by  four  County  Supervisors,  concerning  this 
matter. 

While  we  believe  the  Federal  Govenunent  is  obligated  by  statute  Jind  agreement  to  perform 
maintenance  dredging  in  Marina  del  Rey,  and  despite  the  fact  that  Marina  del  Rey  should  be  exempt 
from  the  President's  policy  by  virtue  of  its  inclusion  in  the  Harbor  Maintenance  Trust  Fund,  we 
request  your  opposition  to  the  President's  policy  and  your  support  of  requests  for  funding  of 
maintenance  dredging  projects  for  recreational  harbors. 

Shoreline  protection  projects  should  also  be  supported,  particularly  in  southern  California,  where  the 
beaches  and  coastal  areas  are  heavily  populated  and  popular  recreational  destinations.  Travel  and 
tourism  are  among  the  nation's  largest  and  fastest  growing  industries,  with  85%  of  all  tourism 
revenues  being  generated  in  coastal  states.  Unfortunately,  only  a  small  portion  of  the  Federal  tax 
dollars  generated  by  coastal  tourism  is  being  returned  to  coastal  regions  in  the  form  of  shore 
protection  and  beach  renourishment.  In  fact,  the  Federal  government  spends  as  much  as  ten  times 
more  money  on  a  single  crop  subsidy,  in  one  state,  as  it  does  nationwide  on  beach  restoration. 
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The  difficult  task  of  making  shrinking  financial  resources  stretch  to  meet  the  growing  demand  for 
services  faces  all  of  us  in  government.  I  trust  that  you  and  your  Committee  will  not  only  be  equal 
to  the  task,  but  will  recognize  the  importance  of  funding  the  projects  discussed  in  this  letter.  Again, 
your  consideration  of  these  requests  and  your  continued  support  are  very  deeply  appreciated. 


Respectfiilly  submitted. 


Stan  Wisniewski,  Director 


SW:DRS:be 
Attachment 
c:  Senator  Barbara  Boxer 

Senator  Diane  Feinstein 

Congressman  Vic  Fazio 

Congressman  Frank  Riggs 

Assistant  Secret  jy  of  the  Army  H.  Martin  Lancaster 
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boaj<j:>  of  supervisors 
county  of  los  angeles 

Ml  MMMCTM  MMM  H*U  Or  xaMMBISAIION  /  LCM  AMCiiO,  OU>0»<W  «»ll 


lOANNE  STURCES.  incunvt  cmca 

UUtW4-14I1 


January  18,  1896 


Th«  Prasidant 
The  Whita  Housa 
Washington.  DC   20500 


Oaar  Mr.  Presidant: 


OREOGINQ  MAMNA  DEL  REY 


(WTHI  KMRO 

CUSMAMCXIM* 

rVONNI  IRATHWArTE  KWKt 
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Marina  dal  Ray  is  tha  largest  small  craft  harbor  In  tha  UnKad  Stataa. 
sarving  California's  population  epicantar.  Tha  Marirta  is  ownad  artd 
oparatad  by  tha  County  of  Los  Angalas.  but  tha  dradging  of  its 
entrances  and  main  channel  are  tha  responsibility  of  tha  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers.   Marir«a  del  Ray  has  not  been  thoroughly  dredged  since 
1981.   Therefore,  the  south  entrance  is  now  on  tha  verge  of 
eompietely  closing  and  the  north  entrance  is  50%  closed.  This 
cripples  any  ocean  rescue  response  to  alr/ses  disasters  off  of 
Los  Angelas  International  Airport  (LAX).  Accordingly,  tha 
United  States  Coast  Guard  has  appealed  to  tha  Corps  of  Engineers  for 
an  emergency  dredging. 

We  have  been  informed  by  the  Aimy  Corps  of  Engineers  that  It  does 
not  have  any  furwls  to  perform  s  dredging  project  in  Marina  del  Rey 
this  year,  rwt  even  for  an  Interim  dredging  to  remove  clean  sediments, 
which  can  bo  economically  placed  on  an  adjacent  beach. 
Development  of  an  aggressive  long-term  solution  to  this  entrance 
navigation  problem  is  urtderway. 
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Th«  Marina  Is  imporisnt  to  tha  aeonomy  of  Los  Angslas  County  and 
tha  Stata  of  California.   It  Is  critical  that  avary  affort  ba  mada  to  kaap 
Its  amrancas  safa  for  navigation  and  to  maintain  amargancy  rasponsa 
praparadnass  for  LAX.  ona  of  tha  largast  airports  in  tha  world. 
Tharaforo,  on  bahaif  of  tha  rasidams  of  Los  Angalas  County,  wa 
raquast  that  you  diract  tha  Corps  of  Enginaars  to  parform  ks  mission. 
This  is  now  bscoming  a  mattar  of  considarablo  public  concam  and 
County  govarnmant  asks  for  tha  support  of  tha  Administration. 


Vary  truly  yours. 


MICHAEL  D.  ANTONOVICH 

CHAIRMAN 

SUPERVISOR,  Sth  DISTRICT 


^^^/^ 


^ONNE  BRATHWAITE  BURKE 
SUPERVISOR,  2nd  DISTRICT 


C"--A,    X 


DEANE  DANA 
SUPERVISOR.  4th  DISTRICT 


0116-4.L3 
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NID  Nevada  IrrMation  District 

10836  ROUGH  &  READY  HWY.  •  P.O.  BOX  1019  •  GRASS  VALLEY.  CA  95945-1019  •  (916)273-6185 


AUBURN  &  LINCOLN:  1-800-222-4102 
FAX:  477-2646 


March    1,     1996  in  replying  refer 


Honorable  John  T.  Meyers,  Chairman 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy 

and  Water  Development 
152  6  Longworth  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  DC  20515-0504 

RE:   AUBURN  DAM 

Dear  Mr.  Meyers: 

The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Nevada  Irrigation  District 
unanimously  supports  the  construction  of  a  "full-size"  Auburn 
Dam.   The  significance  of  completing  this  sorely  needed  water 
supply  and  flood  control  facility  has  been  told  many  times 
and  we  will  repeat  some  of  them  again  in  the  following. 

The  most  recent  California  Water  Plan  Update  (Bulletin 
160-93)  October  1994,  published  by  the  Department  of  Water 
Resources  is  a  comprehensive  plan  to  guide  and  coordinate 
current  and  beneficial  use  of  California's  water  resources. 
These  blueprints  for  water  management  and  development 
describe  California's  current  water  use  and  supply  while 
additionally  projecting  future  water  needs  for  the  beneficial 
uses  of  California's  limited  water  supplies. 

The  bulletins  point  out  the  environmental,  urban,  and 
agricultural  uses  of  water  as  reported  and  docvunented  by  the 
water  managers,  users,  and  planners  most  knowledgeable  of  the 
water  needs  within  California. 

The  plan  points  out,  through  consultation  with  these  same 
stakeholders,  that  a  future  water  shortage  will  occur  based 
upon  presently  known  population  forecasts  and  continued 
growth  required  for  the  environmental,  agricultural,  and 
municipal/ industrial  uses  of  the  State's  limited  water 
supplies.   The  bulletin  has  been  developed  with  extensive 
public  involvement  serving  as  outreach  advisors  since  they 
are  the  users  of  these  limited  water  supplies. 


Directors:  David  E.  Southern,  Division  1  •  Ernst  L.  Bierwagen.  Division  2  •  Dale  H.  Birdsall,  Division  3 

fl.  Paul  Williams,  Division  4  •  George  Leipzig,  Division  5 

General  Manager:  James  P.  Chatigny  •  Secretary:  Dorothy  P.  Miller  •  Treasurer:  Teresita  T.  Andrews 

Attorneys:  Minasian,  Minasian.  Minasian,  Spruance,  Baber,  Meith  &  Soares 
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Bulletin  160-93  points  out  that  projected  shortages  after 
applying  all  of  the  best  management  practices  including  major 
conservation  programs,  reclamation  and  conjunctive  uses,  and 
increased  on  farm  efficiencies  could  result  in  annual 
shortages  of  3.7  to  5.7  million  acre  feet  (MAF)  by  the  year 
2020,  if  no  additional  facilities  are  constructed.   Since 
California  encompasses  significantly  different  and  unique 
hydrological  areas,  shortages  would  effect  residents  of 
California  in  dissimilar  ways.   However,  should  drought 
conditions  occur,  water  shortages  could  be  drastically 
effected  and  exceed  the  above  referenced  numbers  creating  a 
dire  emergency  for  the  citizens  of  California  as  well  as  the 
State's  economy  suffering  a  fiscal  dilemma. 

The  Nevada  Irrigation  District  is  primarily  situated  in  the 
foothills  above  Sacramento.   The  elevation  of  lands  ranges 
from  200  -  3,500  feet  in  elevation.   Surface  storage  provides 
agricultural,  municipal,  and  industrial  water  to  meet  the 
safety,  welfare,  environmental,  and  economic  needs  of  our 
customers.   Storage  of  water  occurs  from  precipitation  in  the 
form  of  rain  or  snow  melt  from  mountain  watersheds.   Should 
drought  or  shortages  occur,  it  is  not  feasible  or  practical 
to  pump  water  from  the  valley  floor  (Sacramento/ Feather 
rivers)  to  meet  the  District's  responsibilities  of  providing 
a  safe,  secure,  and  reliable  water  service  to  our  customers. 
Customers  include  the  Cities  of  Grass  Valley  and  Nevada  City. 
There  are  no  defined  ground  water  aquifers  in  our  service 
area. 

It  is  extremely  important  that  as  populations  increase  that 
surface  water  storage  also  increase  to  meet  future  demands. 
The  Auburn  Dam  provides  a  significant  benefit  to  the  foothill 
communities  as  the  future  water  storage  facility  to  meet  the 
projected  water  shortages  facing  California. 

Specifically  a  "full  service"  Auburn  Dam  would  make  an 
alternate  supply  of  water  to  the  District's  service  area  in 
proximity  of  the  dam.   A  previously  constructed  tunnel  which 
would  deliver  water  by  gravity  to  our  service  area  and  allow 
for  rerouting  of  water  to  other  areas  of  the  District. 

In  closing,  I  thank  the  Committee  for  the  opportunity  to  make 
Nevada  Irrigation  District's  position  known  concerning  the 
Auburn  Dam.   If  the  foothill  areas  above  Sacramento  are  to 
meet  water  needs  of  its  present  and  future  needs.  Auburn  Dam 
must  be  approved,  funded,  and  constructed  in  order  to  offset 
the  projected  shortages  that  will  occur  in  the  year  2020. 
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Aub\irn  Deun  will  also,  as  noted  in  numerous  reports  and 
studies,  provide  for  the  safety  of  the  residents  of 
Sacreunento  and  adjacent  areas  a  large  measure  of  flood 
control  protection.   This  is  a  major  goal  of  organizations, 
public  officials,  and  individual  residents  in  low  lying  areas 
around  the  American  river  channel. 

Sincerely  yours, 

NEVADA  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 


ZT^Qsu  ^:b^^cQq 


Dale  H.  Birdsall 
President 


DHB/JPC:gcb 
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CONTRA  COSTA 
WATER  OiSTRICT 

1331  Concord  Avenue 
PO  Box  H20 
Concofd.  CA  94524 
(510)686-8000    FAX  (510)688-8122 


Joseph  L  Campbell 
PresidenI 

Jaines  Pretti 
Vice  President 

Elizabeth  R  Anello 
Bene  Boatmun 
Noble O  Elcenko,  DC 

Walter  J.  Bishop 
General  Manager 


March  5. 1996 


The  Hon.  John  Myers 
Chair,  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Appropriations  Subcommittee 
2362  Raybum  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  DC  20515 

Subject:  Contra  Costa  Canal  Intake  Fish  Screen  Project 

Dear  Rep.  Myers: 

The  Contra  Costa  Water  District  requests  that  the  Committee  include  an  appropriation 
of  $  1 .5  million  in  FY  97  for  the  Contra  Costa  Canal  intake  fish  screen  project.  The  fish 
screen  is  of  vital  interest  and  concern  to  the  District.  Failure  to  complete  the  project  by 
October  1,  1998  would  directly  threaten  the  ability  of  the  District  to  pump  water  to  meet 
the  needs  of  400,000  people  served  by  the  District.  Two  conditions  establish  the 
urgency  of  this  request: 

1 )  A  requirement  on  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  construct  and  operate  fish  screening 
and  recovery  facilities  at  the  intake  is  a  provision  of  the  Central  Valley  Project 
Improvement  Act  (CVPIA),  Section  3406  (b)(5).  The  Act  establishes  that  75 
percent  of  the  cost  is  a  federal  obligation. 

2)  A  1993  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  biological  opinion  for  the 
protection  of  Delta  Smelt.  The  biological  opinion  states  that  die  Contra  Costa 
Canal  fish  screening  facilities  must  be  constructed  and  made  fully  operational  no 
later  than  October  1,  1998.  It  provides  authority  for  the  federal  agency  to  shut 
down  pumping  of  the  District's  water  supplies  if  the  screen  is  not  completed. 
USFWS  has  advised  recently  that  it  intends  to  require  compUance. 

Since  the  issuance  of  the  biological  opinion,  the  District  has  proceeded  energetically 
with  federal  agencies  to  accelerate  the  planning  and  development  of  the  fish  screening 
facility.  The  District  has  provided  funds  for  the  monitoring  of  fishery  conditions  at  the 
intake  and  financially  has  supported  the  initial  planning  for  the  facility. 

With  the  essential  support  of  the  Committee  last  year,  the  Congress  included  $80,000  in 
the  FY  96  budget  for  initial  work  on  the  fish  screen  facilities. 

In  FY  97,  substantial  funding  must  be  provided  to  assure  that  the  fish  screening  facilities 
are  constructed  to  meet  the  federal  schedule.  The  District  estimates  that  the  total  cost  of 
design  and  construction  for  the  Rock  Slough  fish  screen  will  be  at  least  $5  million.  In 
order  to  meet  the  scheduled  con^iletion  date  of  October  1,  1998  the  District  is 
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requesting  that  $1.5  million  be  appropriated  in  FY  97  and  $2.25  million  be  appropriated 
in  FY  98  for  the  federal  share  of  the  project. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  District  is  a  substantial  contributor  to  the  CVPIA 
Restoration  Fund,  currently  paying  approximately  $1.3  million  annually  into  the 
Restoration  Fund  under  Section  3407  of  the  CVPIA.  A  principle  purpose  of  the 
Restoration  Fund  is  to  provide  ftmds  for  CVP  fish  screen,  including  this  project. 

The  District  is  also  working  with  state  agencies  to  obtain  the  remaining  25  percent  share 
of  the  project  costs,  as  directed  by  CVPIA. 

The  District  appreciates  the  Committee's  consideration  of  this  item  and  strongly  urges 
that  ifftmdiihis  important  project  in  the  FY  97  appropriations. 


Joseph  b«,£aalpbell 

President 

Board  of  Directors 


JlX/AJEVsg 

cc:   Rep.  Frank  Riggs 
Rep.  Bill  Baker 
Board  of  Directors 
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United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 

Testimony  of  Keith  Israel 

General  Manager 

Monterey  Regional  Water  Pollution  Control  Agency  (MRWPCA) 

March  6, 1996 


Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  today  to  provide  this  testimony  for  inclusion  in  the 
hearing  record  on  the  Fiscal  Year  1997  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  bill. 
Monterey  Regional  Water  Pollution  Control  Agency,  a  joint-powers  entity  formed  under  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  California,  was  created  in  the  early  1970's  to  implement  a  plan  that  called  for 
consolidation  of  the  Monterey  Peninsula  and  northern  Salinas  Valley  wastewater  flows  through  a 
regional  treatment  plant  and  an  outfall  to  central  Monterey  Bay.  The  plan  also  required  studies  to 
determine  the  technical  feasibility  of  using  recycled  water  for  irrigation  of  food  crops  (artichokes, 
celery,  broccoli,  lettuce,  and  cauliflower)  in  the  Castroville  area.  These  studies  were  initiated  in 
1976  and  included  a  five  year  full  scale  demonstration  of  using  recycled  wastewater  for  food  crop 
irrigation.  California  and  Monterey  County  health  departments  concluded  in  1988  that  the  water  was 
safe  for  food  crops  that  would  be  consumed  without  cooking.  Subsequently,  the  Salinas  Valley 
Seawater  Intrusion  Committee  voted  to  include  recycled  water  in  their  plan  to  slow  seawater 
intrusion  in  the  Castroville  area. 

The  project  will  provide  19,500  acre  feet  of  recycled  water  to  land  south  and  west  of  Castroville 
where  abandonment  of  wells  threatens  agricultural  production  and  the  loss  of  a  portion  of  rural 
America.  It  will  also  reduce  discharge  of  secondary  treated  wastewater  to  the  recently  created 
Monterey  Bay  National  Marine  Sanctuary.  The  California  Water  Resources  Control  Board 
specifically  indicated  its  strong  support  for  the  Salinas  Valley  Reclamation  Project  in  a  1994  letter 
to  the  USER. 

Before  continuing,  let  me  express  my  sincere  appreciation  for  your  continued  support  for  the  Small 
Reclamation  Loan  Program  and  specifically  for  the  Salinas  Valley  Reclamation  Project.  Last  year, 
this  subcommittee,  through  your  leadership  and  the  hard  work  of  Congressman  Bevill,  provided 
$1.1  million  for  our  project.  I  am  pleased  to  report  that  the  funds  appropriated  thus  far  are  being  well 
spent  on  our  project  which  began  construction  in  August  1995.  We  are  on  schedule  and  are  looking 
forward  to  project  completion  during  the  summer  1997. 

While  the  President  has  not  yet  submitted  his  1997  budget,  we  have  been  in  close  consultation  with 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  other  Small  Reclamation  Loan  Program  participants  during  the  past 
several  months  in  an  attempt  to  provide  the  Committee  with  a  consensus  budget  request  that  has  the 
support  of  the  Administration  and  the  Loan  Program  participants.  Based  on  these  discussions,  we 
are  hopeful  that  the  Administration  will  request,  with  our  support  and  endorsement,  sufficient 
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funding  for  the  Salinas  Valley  Reclamation  Project  as  part  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  P.L.  84- 
984  Small  Reclamation  Loan  Program  for  continuation  of  loan  obligations.  This  appropriation 
amount,  when  combined  with  other  federal  funding  which  is  available  from  the  U.S.  Treasury 
pursuant  to  the  Federal  Credit  Reform  Act  of  1990,  will  yield  a  total  loan  amount  that  we  believe 
will  meet  the  federal  government's  commitment  for  IT  1997.  The  amount  requested,  when 
combined  with  the  additional  Treasury  portion,  is  intended  to  fulfill  the  Bureau's  second  year  loan 
commitment  for  assistance  to  construct  the  project.  As  I  indicated,  the  funding  request  is  the  result 
of  a  lengthy  and  complex  financial  agreement  worked  out  with  the  other  Loan  Program  participants 
and  the  Bureau.  The  agreement  represents  that  absolute  minimal  annual  amount  necessary  to 
proceed  with  the  project  The  MRWPCA  worked  under  the  premise  of  accommodating  the  Bureau's 
budgetary  constraints  and  has  agreed  to  expend  considerable  local  fiinds  to  bridge  the  federal 
government's  budgetary  shortfall.  Any  additional  cuts  in  federal  funding  will  jeopardize  the 
complex  financing  plan  for  the  project. 

Even  though  the  additional  private  debt  service  will  increase  the  project  costs,  the  critical  problem 
of  seawater  intrusion  demands  that  the  project  proceed.  The  USBR  loan  is  a  crucial  link  in  project 
funding,  and  it  is  imperative  that  annual  impropriations,  even  at  the  planned  reduced  rate  over  eight 
years,  continue.  The  federal  funds  requested  under  the  P.L.  84-984  program  will  be  repaid  by 
landowners  in  the  Salinas  Valley  with  assessments  that  are  currently  in  place.  Local  funds  totaling 
$5.1  million  have  already  been  spent  getting  to  this  point. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  urge  you  and  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  to  give  your  continued  support 
to  the  Small  Reclamation  Loan  Program  and  specifically  to  the  Salinas  Valley  Reclamation  Project. 

Your  support  and  continued  assistance  will  be  much  appreciated. 
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United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Conunittee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  T.  Myers,  Chairman 

Testimony  of  Michael  D.  Armstrong 

General  Manager 

Monterey  County  Water  Resources  Agency  (MCWRA) 

March  6, 1996 


Mr.  Chainnan,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  testimony  for  inclusion  in  the  hearing  record 
on  the  Fiscal  Year  1997  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  bill.  The  people  of  the 
Salinas  Valley  in  California's  17th  Congressional  District  appreciate  your  willingness  to  accept  our 
statements  in  support  of  the  Castroville  Seawater  Intrusion  Project.  I  would  further  like  to  express 
our  deep  appreciation  for  your  efforts  during  the  development  of  the  FY  1996  Energy  and  Water 
Development  Appropriations  bill.  I  am  pleased  to  report  that  the  notice  to  proceed  with  the  project 
was  executed  with  our  construction  contractors  in  August  1995  and  that  project  construction  is  on 
schedule  to  be  completed  in  June  1997. 

While  the  President's  budget  has  not  yet  been  released,  we  and  the  other  Small  Reclamation  Loan 
Program  participants  have  been  working  closely  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  on  multi-year 
strategies  designed  to  meet  the  needs  of  all  the  projects  in  the  Program  while  recognizing  the  fiscal 
constraints  facing  all  levels  of  government.  As  with  last  year,  it  is  our  intention  to  present  the 
Appropriations  Committee  with  a  consensus  budget  request  that  is  supported  by  the  Administration 
and  all  the  Small  Reclamation  Loan  Program  participants.  To  that  end,  during  the  past  several 
months,  we  have  been  in  close  consultation  with  the  Bureau  and  the  other  Program  participants  and 
have  developed  funding  plans  that  we  believe  will  lead  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (USER)  to 
request  sufficient  funding  for  the  Castroville  Seawater  hitiusion  Project  as  part  of  the  President's 
FY  97  Budget  for  the  P.L.  84-984  Small  Reclamation  Loan  Program.  This  appropriation  amount, 
when  combined  with  other  federal  funding  which  is  available  fh)m  the  U.S.  Treasury  pursuant  to  the 
Federal  Credit  Reform  Act  of  1990,  should  yield  a  total  loan  amount  for  FY  97  that  will  allow  the 
project  to  proceed  on  schedule. 

The  Monterey  County  Water  Resources  Agency  is  a  local  government  entity  formed  under  the 
Monterey  County  Water  Resources  Agency  Act.  It  is  an  agency  with  limited  jurisdiction  involving 
matters  related  primarily  to  flood  control  and  water  resources  conservation,  management,  and 
development.  The  Salinas  Valley  is  a  productive  agricultural  area  that  depends  primarily  on 
groundwater  as  a  water  supply.  The  combination  of  the  Valley's  rich  soils,  mild  cUmate,  and  high 
quaUty  groundwater  makes  this  valley  unique  among  Califomia's  most  fertile  agricultural  land  and 
has  earned  the  Valley  the  distinction  as  the  "Nation's  Salad  Bowl."  As  agricultural  activity  and  urban 
development  have  increased  in  the  past  forty  years,  groundwater  levels  have  dropped  allowing 
seawater  to  intrude  the  groundwater  aquifers.  Seawater  intrusion  is  extensive  adjacent  to  the  coast 
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near  the  town  of  Castroville.  The  Castroville  Seawater  Intrusion  Project  will  provide  19,500  acre- 
feet  of  recycled  water  for  agricultural  irrigation  to  over  12,000  acres  and  help  solve  the  seawater 
intrusion  problem  by  greatly  reducing  pumping  in  the  project  area.  The  California  Water  Resources 
Control  Board  specifically  indicated  its  strong  support  for  the  Castroville  Seawater  Intrusion  Project 
in  a  1994  letter  to  the  USBR.  The  Castroville  Seawater  Intrusion  Project  is  an  essential  component 
in  the  MCWRA's  plan  to  deal  with  basin-wide  groundwater  overdraft  and  seawater  intrusion. 

The  amount  requested  in  FY  1997,  when  combined  with  the  additional  Treasury  portion,  is  intended 
to  fulfill  the  Bureau's  second  year  loan  commitment  for  assistance  to  construct  the  project.  As  I 
stated,  the  funding  request  that  we  anticipate  is  the  result  of  a  lengthy  and  complex  fmancial 
agreement  worked  out  with  the  other  Loan  Program  participants  and  the  Bureau.  The  agreement 
recognizes  the  tight  federal  budgetary  constraints  and  represents  that  absolute  minimal  annual 
amount  necessary  to  proceed  with  project.  The  MCWRA  has  been  extremely  accommodating  of  the 
Bureau's  budgetary  constraints  and  has  agreed  to  expend  considerable  local  funds  to  bridge  the 
federal  government's  budgetary  shortfall.  Any  additional  cuts  in  federal  funding  will  jeopardize  the 
complex  financing  plan  for  the  project. 

In  August  1992,  the  original  loan  request  was  submitted  to  the  Bureau.  Subsequent  approval  was 
received  from  the  Secretary  of  Interior  in  May  1994.  Through  extensive  discussion  and  negotiations 
between  MCWRA  and  the  USBR,  a  project  fmancing  plan  was  created.  The  USBR  made  it  quite 
clear  that  the  original  provisions  in  the  loan  application  of  full  disbursement  during  the  three  years 
of  construction  could  not  be  met  due  to  federal  budget  shortfalls.  As  defmed  in  the  new  repayment 
contract,  the  USBR  will  disburse  funds  to  the  MCWRA  over  an  eight  year  period.  This  means  that 
the  MCWRA  will  receive  these  funds  for  five  years  after  the  project  is  operational.  This  also  means 
that  the  MCWRA  has  had  to  acquire  "bridge  financing"  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Castroville  Seawater 
Intrusion  Project  construction  costs.  Even  though  the  additional  private  debt  service  has  increased 
the  project  costs,  the  critical  problem  of  seawater  intrusion  demands  that  the  project  proceed.  The 
USBR  loan  is  a  crucial  link  in  project  funding,  and  it  is  imperative  that  annual  appropriations,  even 
at  the  planned  reduced  rate  over  eight  years,  continue.  The  federal  fiinds  requested  under  the 
P.L.  84-984  program  will  be  repaid  by  landowners  in  the  Salinas  Valley  with  assessments  that  are 
currendy  in  place.  The  Monterey  County  Water  Resources  Agency  has  spent  approximately  $10.3 
million  of  its  own  funds  getting  to  this  point. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  urge  you  and  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  to  give  your  continued  support 
to  the  Small  Reclamation  Program  and  urge  the  inclusion  of  funds  for  the  Castroville  Seawater 
Intrusion  Project.  Without  your  continued  support,  we  will  not  be  able  to  realize  the  benefit  of  the 
work  completed  over  the  past  several  years  and  the  groundwater  basin  will  continue  to  deteriorate, 
creating  a  significant  threat  to  the  economy  as  well  as  to  the  health  and  welfare  of  our  citizens. 

Again,  thank  you  for  your  support  and  continued  assistance. 
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BEFORE 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 

HON:  JOHN  MYERS,  CHAIRMAN 


TESTIMONY  ON 
F.Y.  1997  ENERGY  AND  WATER  APPROPRIATIONS 
NEWPORT  BEACH  AND  ASSOCIATED  PROJECTS 


PRESENTED  BY 

CITY  OF  NEWPORT  BEACH,  CALIFORNIA 

JOHN  WOLTER,  DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WORKS 

MARCH  6,  1996 
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CITY  OF  NEWPORT  BEACH 

PUBLIC  WORKS  DEPARTMENT 

PO.  BOX  1768.  NEWPORT  BEACH,  CA  92658-8915 

(714)644-3311 


March  6, 1996 


Honorable  John  Myers,  Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

2362  Raybum  Bourse  Office  Building 

Washington  D.C.  20515 

Subject:  Statement  of  the  City  of  Newport  Beach  before  the  Committee  on 

Appropriations  March  6,  1996 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee, 

The  City  of  Newport  Beach  is  in  support  of  the  California  Marine  Affairs  and  Navigation 
Conference  (CMANC)  proposal  for  the  1997  Federal  budget,  which  proposes  funding  of 
several  Corps  of  Engineers  studies  and  projects  which  affect  the  City  of  Newport  Beach. 
In  particular  the  City  requests  your  support  for  continued  funding  of  the  Santa  Ana  River 
Mainstem  Project  which  enters  the  Pacific  Ocean  adjacent  to  the  City. 

The  City  also  supports  four  other  Corps  of  Engineers  projects  with  funding 
recommended  in  the  1997  fiscal  year.  These  are  described  below: 

1.  Newport  Harbor  Entrance  Jettys  -  complete  repairs  ($1.900.000) 

The  Corps'  Los  Angeles  District  has  completed  a  condition  survey  of  the  Harbor 
entrance  jettys  and  recommends  maintenance  and  rehabilitation  of  only  the  West 
jetty.  Both  jettys  show  signs  of  storm  damage  and  wear  since  their  construction 
in  the  late  1920's  and  eariy  1930's.  For  over  60  years  the  East  jetty  has 
provided  public  access,  which  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  now  recommended 
closing  in  lieu  of  maintenance.  The  City  therefore  recommends  that  a  total  of 
$1,900,000,  which  includes  $500,000  for  concrete  repairs  to  the  East  jetty,  be 
provided  in  the  1 997  fiscal  year  under  operations  and  maintenance  in  the  Bill  that 
you  are  considering. 

2.  The  Upper  Newport  Bay  -  Feasibility  Study  ($200000^ 

The  Corps'  Los  Angeles  District  has  completed  a  reconnaissance  report  which 
determined  Federal  interest  in  the  project  and  recommended  preparation  of  a 
feasibility  study.  The  study  will  provide  planning  and  engineering  necessary  to 
extend  the  existing  Federal  Channel  into  Upper  Newport  Bay,  and  to  remove 
sediment  from  the  Upper  Bay  to  enhance  and  protect  wetland  areas,  salt  marsh 
and  navigational  channels.  Funding  to  initiate  the  study  was  approved  in  the 
1994  Federal  budget.  This  request  is  for  $200,000  needed  to  continue  the 
study.  The  County  of  Orange  and  the  City  of  Newport  Beach  are  the  local 
sponsors  providing  50/50  matching  funds  for  the  study. 


■^300  Newport  Boulevard,  Newport  Beach 
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3.  Stage  10  Cooperative  Federal  Beach  Erosion  Control  Project  Surfside/Sunset  Beach  to 
Newport  Beach  ($5.5QQ.QQQ) 

These  funds  are  necessary  to  continue  beach  nourishment.  This  project  constnjcted 
the  West  Newport  Beach  Groin  Field  and  beach  fill  during  the  1970's  and  has  continued 
to  dredge  sand  onto  a  feeder  beach  at  Surfside/Sunset  Beach.  The  project  also  includes 
the  placement  of  sand  onto  the  beach  within  the  West  Newport  Beach  Groin  Field.  The 
State  of  California,  County  of  Orange,  Surfside  Private  Community,  City  of  Huntington 
Beach,  and  City  of  Newport  Beach  are  local  sponsors.  The  cooperative  project  provides 
for  67%  Federal  and  33%  Local  matching  funds  for  the  project. 

4.  Newport  Harbor/Dana  Point  Harbor.  Dredge  Material  Ocean  Disposal  Site. 
LA-3  ($300.000) 

These  funds  are  necessary  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  to  complete  all  actions,  planning  and  environmental  studies  necessary  to  allow 
for  permanent  designation  of  the  LA-3  ocean  disposal  site.  The  site  is  used  by  the 
.  Corps  of  Engineers  and  other  public  and  private  interests  for  disposal  of  dredged 
material  meeting  certain  criteria.  The  LA-3  disposal  site  has  been  used  for  years 
without  any  problems  for  disposal  of  fine  sediment  and  mud,  which  is  not  suitable  for 
k>each  replenishment,  dredged  from  channel  maintenance  and  wetland  restoration 
projects.  The  cost  of  dredging  will  t^e  significantly  increased  and  projects  may  become 
infeasible,  if  the  LA-3  disposal  site  is  closed  because  there  are  no  practical  altemative 
disposal  sites  available. 


Thank  you, 

j^ohn  Wolter 
Cooperative  Projects  Engineer 
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US  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers 

Los  Angeles  District 


Newport  Bay  Harbor 
Orange  County,  CA 

Condition  Survey  for  Entrance  Jetties 


ISIovember  1993 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


This  condition  survey  was  conducted  for  the  purposes  of 
identifying  the  present  condition  of  the  Federal  structures, 
evaluating  the  necessity  of  scheduling  a  rehabilitation  contract, 
and  developing  a  long-term  program  for  monitoring  and  inspection. 
Extensive  field  data  was  collected  which  included  side  scan  sonar 
stirveys,  topographic  and  fathometric  surveying,  and  visual 
observations . 

The  west  jetty  STA  8+00  -  15+00  is  in  poor  condition  and  is 
recommended  for  repairs  to  full  design  conditions.  Although  the 
structural  integrity  is  not  immediately  threatened  and  there  is 
no  threat  of  imminent  failure,  there  are  indications  of  serious 
storm  deimage  and  wear.   Crest  elevations  and  cross-sectional 
profiles  indicate  a  general  poor  agreement  with  design  profiles. 

The  west  jetty  STA  15+00  -  STA  29+75  is  in  poor  condition 
and  is  recommended  for  repairs  to  full  design  conditions  on  the 
seaward  side  between  STA  15+00  -  STA  27+00,  and  selected 
locations  on  the  channel  side.  Visual  observations  and  cross- 
sectional  profiles  indicate  a  poor  agreement  with  design 
profiles.   Damage  is  significant  enough  such  that  the  structxiral 
Integrity  is  immediately  threatened  by  a  significant  storm  event. 

The  west  jetty  STA  29+75  -  STA  36+50  is  in  good  overall 
condition  and  performing  its  intended  function  well.  Visual 
observations  and  cross-sectional  profiles  indicate  a  good 
agreement  with  design  profiles.  The  head  section  is  recoiomended 
for  rehabilitation  to  full  design  condition. 

The  reinforced  concrete  bulkhead  section  of  the  east  jetty 
is  in  fair  overall  condition  and  performing  its  intended 
function;  no  structural  rehabilitation  is  recommended.  The 
interlocking  sheet  piles  appear  in  good  condition  but  the  ends 
indicate  deterioration.   The  concrete  slab  deck  has  deteriorated. 
However,  the  slab  deck  is  not  an  integral  structural  member  and 
serves  mainly  to  contain  the  supply  of  fill  sand  between  the 
bulkheads.   The  present  condition  of  the  deck  does  not 
immediately  threaten  the  jetty  system;  the  potential  for  future 
related  progressive  damage  to  the  jetty  structure  or  function  is 
low.  The  concrete  slab  deck  is  not  recommended  for  repairs  at 
this  time.   Some  of  the  sand  fill  between  the  two  bulkheads  has 
been  lost  over  time;  it  is  recommended  that  this  fill  be 
replaced.  The  deck  currently  serves  as  a  pedestrian  promenade. 
Due  to  the  wave  overtopping  that  can  occur  and  the  deterioration 
of  the  deck,  in  the  interest  of  public  safety  it  is  recommended 
that  all  pedestrian  and/or  vehicular  access  be  restricted. 

The  east  jetty  sp\ir  is  in  excellent  condition  at  this  tine 
and  requires  no  remedial  action. 
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Photo  38.   East  jetty  reinforced  concrete  bulkhead,  general  view 
from  seaward  STA  24+30. 


Photo  39.   East  jetty  bulkhead,  reinforced  concrete  deck.   Note 
cracks . 
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Photo  40.   East  jetty  bulkhead,  general  view  from  beach  STA 
17+07.   Note  parapet  and  sand  to  el  +11  ft. 
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Photo  41.   East  jetty  bulkhead,  general  view  from  beach  STA 
21+00.   Note  revetment  condition. 
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Photo  44.   East  jetty  bulkhead,  interior  view  of  cast-in-place 
beam.   Note  shear  crack. 


Photo  45.   East  jetty  bulkhead,  interior  view  ot  deck 
reinforcement.   Note  corrosion. 
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Photo  46.   East  jetty  bulkhead,  view  of  deck  spalling, 
reinforcement  detail,  sheet  pile  end  corrosion. 


Photo  47.   East  jetty  bulkhead,  view  of  deck  spalling  and 
cracking,  reinforcement  detail,  sheet  pile  end  corrosion. 
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STATEMENT 

to  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Wednesday.  March  6. 1996 

on  behalf  of 
the  San  Diego  Association  of  Governments 

regarding 
the  U.S.  Navy  Aircraft  Carrier  Homeporting  Project 


Honorable  Chairman  Myers  and  Subcommittee  Members: 

We  respectfully  bring  to  the  Subcommittee's  attention  a  project  of  national  significance,  located  in 
the  San  Diego  region.  The  U.  S.  Navy  Carrier  Homeporting  Project  in  San  Diego  Harbor  will 
involve  dredging  the  harbor  entrance  channel  and  existing  carrier  turning  basin  to  accommodate  the 
deeper  draft  of  the  nuclear  aircraft  carrier  scheduled  to  arrive  in  mid  1998.  The  San  Diego  region 
has  been  working  closely  with  the  Navy  for  the  past  two  years  to  develop  the  benefits  of  using  clean 
sand  dredged  from  the  harbor  as  part  of  the  project  to  restore  our  severely  eroded  beaches. 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  documented  the  federal  responsibility  for  beach  erosion  in 
extensive  stretches  of  the  region's  coastline.  This  erosion  is  the  result  of  the  construction  of  the 
Department  of  Defense's  Harbor  at  Camp  Pendleton  in  1942.  The  Corps  also  evaluated  the 
economic  and  technical  feasibility  of  using  the  sand  from  the  Homeporting  Project  for  beach 
restoration,  pursuant  to  a  congressional  request  in  1995.  The  Corps'  evaluation  concluded  that  beach 
restoration  was  feasible  and  economically  beneficial,  and  estimated  that  additional  costs  would  be 
$17  million. 

The  region  is  pursuing  a  cooperative  local/state/federal  funding  strategy  to  accomplish  the  beach 
restoration  objective  established  by  the  Corps.  Local  governments  are  currently  spending  about  $10 
million  annually  on  managing  and  maintaining  beaches  for  public  use,  and  are  committed  to 
continuing  this  responsibility  in  the  future.  The  State  of  California  has  made  commitments  to 
provide  $4  million  of  the  $17  million  needed  for  beach  restoration  using  the  Homeporting  Project 
sand.  California's  Senators  and  the  region's  congressional  delegation  are  now  pursuing  $13  million 
in  federal  funding  from  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  and  supplemental  funding  sources  at  the 
Department  of  Defense.  We  will  continue  to  keep  in  touch  with  the  subconunittee  on  this  funding 
effort,  and  will  be  contacting  you  regarding  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations  if 
problems  develop  with  the  Department  of  Defense  fiinding  options. 

There  are  several  compelling  reasons  why  this  appropriation  is  needed: 
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1.  The  Navy's  open  ocean  disposal  options  are  limited.  Placement  of  the  seven  million  cubic  yards 
of  suitable  material  expected  to  be  dredged  as  part  of  the  Homeporting  Project  at  the  region's 
eroded  beaches  is  the  least  expensive  source  of  beach  quality  sand. 

2.  Placement  of  sand  dredged  from  the  Homeporting  Project  on  the  region's  eroded  beaches  will 
mitigate  beach  erosion  impacts  caused  by  the  construction  of  Camp  Pendleton  Harbor  in  1942-43 
as  a  wartime  measure.  These  impacts  have  been  recognized  in  past  studies  by  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  as  published  in  House  Document  456,  86th  Congress  2nd  Session,  and  other 
related  reports.  These  reports  conclude  that  restoration  of  downcoast  beaches  should  be  a  federal 
responsibility. 

3.  The  erosion  of  beaches  in  the  San  Diego  region  has  exposed  public  and  private  property  and 
infrastructure  to  damages  from  coastal  storms  that  could  total  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars. 
Erosion  also  has  resulted  in  the  loss  of  recreational  beaches  for  millions  of  residents  and  visitors 
from  around  the  nation  and  the  world. 

4.  The  current  budget  for  the  Homeporting  Project  is  not  sufficient  to  fund  the  placement  of 
dredged  material  on  the  north  San  Diego  coastal  beaches  where  federal  restoration  responsibility 
has  been  recognized. 

5.  The  Congress  is  working  with  many  of  the  communities  in  the  San  Diego  region  on  projects  to 
reduce  storm  damage  potential  and  related  expenses.  The  use  of  the  dredged  material  from  the 
Homeporting  Project  to  restore  eroded  beaches  could  reduce  the  cost  of  these  shore  protection 
projects  by  almost  $30  million. 

6.  $20  million  of  potential  federal  interest  in  beach  replenishment  projects  in  the  San  Diego  region 
(resulting  from  the  construction  of  Camp  Pendleton  Harbor)  have  been  identified  by  the  San 
Diego  Association  of  Governments  based  on  data  from  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  U.S.  Navy. 

7.  The  dredged  material  used  to  restore  eroded  beaches  will  result  in  substantial  storm  damage 
protection  and  recreation  benefits  to  the  communities  in  the  San  Diego  region.  Thousands  of 
commercial  and  residential  properties,  hundreds  of  acres  of  public  lands,  and  millions  of  dollars 
worth  of  public  infrastructure  will  be  protected. 

8.  The  additional  cost  in  excess  of  the  current  Homeporting  Project  budget  for  placement  of 
dredged  material  at  the  region's  eroded  beaches  is  estimated  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  at  $17 
million,  as  a  result  of  a  study  prepared  by  the  Los  Angeles  District  of  the  Corps  in  May  1995  at 
the  request  of  the  area's  congressional  representatives. 

9.  The  Homeporting  Project  presents  a  once  in  a  generation  opportunity  to  restore  these  beaches 
which  are  an  invaluable  enviroiunental,  recreational  and  economic  resource  for  the  nation. 

The  attached  two  pages  to  this  testimony  present  basic  facts  about  this  project,  reasons  why  this  project 
makes  sense  from  a  cost  efficiency,  environmental,  recreational  and  economic  standpoint,  and  a  Usting 
of  the  strong  and  widespread  support  that  the  proposal  has  received  throughout  the  San  Diego  region. 
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SAN  DIEGO  REGION 
FUNDING  FOR  REGIONWIDE  BEACH  REPLENISHMENT 

BASIC  FACTS 


The  U.S.  Navy's  Aircraft  Carrier  Homeporting  Project  in  San  Diego  Harbor  includes 
dredging  about  7  million  cubic  yards  of  beach  quality  sand,  starting  in  1996.  The  project 
is  required  to  deepen  the  carrier  turning  basin  and  harbor  entrance  channel. 

The  Navy  is  supportive  of  placing  the  dredged  sand  on  the  region's  critically  eroded 
beaches  at  sites  benefiting  the  region's  coastal  cities,  as  well  as  the  Navy,  and  State  Parks 
and  Port  District  managed  lands.  The  sites  were  developed  by  the  above  groups,  working 
cooperatively  at  SANDAG's  Shoreline  Erosion  Committee.  SANDAG  is  the  Council  of 
Governments  for  the  San  Diego  region. 

The  Navy  will  be  able  to  cover  some  of  the  costs  of  transporting  the  sand  to  the 
region's  critically  eroded  beaches.  The  additional  costs  of  depositing  sand  from  the 
Navy's  project  at  the  region's  beaches  has  been  estimated  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  cost  approximately  $17  million. 

The  San  Diego  region  is  seeking  federal  and  state  funding  help  to  pay  the  additional 
costs.  $13  million  of  the  $17  million  needed  is  requested  from  federal  Department  of 
Defense  appropriations  over  two  years,  starting  in  FY96.   (See  Addendmn.) 

$4  million  is  being  requested  from  the  State  of  California.  The  state  has  approved 
$700,000  of  this  total  through  SB  654,  signed  by  the  Governor  in  October  1995. 
SANDAG  is  working  with  the  Administration  to  include  the  remainder  of  the  $4 
million  in  the  1996  and  1997  state  budgets.  The  Governor's  proposed  FY97  and  FY98 
budgets  will  include  the  remaining  $3.3  million. 

The  San  Diego  region  has  over  30  miles  of  critically  eroded  beaches,  which  constitute  75 
percent  of  the  beaches  between  Oceanside  Harbor  and  the  International  Border. 

This  project  could  provide  a  significant  portion  of  the  sand  needed  to  restore  the  region's 
beaches  and  to  provide  additional  recreational  opportunities  and  property  protection. 

The  region's  beaches  are  a  priceless  economic  (toiuism),  recreational  and  environmental 
resource  recognized  in  the  Shoreline  Preservation  Strategy  adopted  by  SANDAG  in  July 
1993. 

This  project  presents  a  once-in-a-generation  opportunity  to  improve  the  region's 
beaches  at  an  unprecedented  low  cost. 
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SAN  DIEGO  REGION 
FUNDING  FOR  REGIONWIDE  BEACH  REPLENISHMENT 

WIDESPREAD  LOCAL  AND  REGIONAL  SUPPORT 


The  following  groups  have  endorsed  an  initiative  to  seek  funds  to  support  the  beach 
replenishment  component  of  the  Navy's  Carrier  Homeporting  project.  This  list  indicates  the 
widespread  support,  throughout  the  region  and  from  all  sectors  of  the  community,  for  efforts  to 
obtain  funding.    Support  continues  to  grow  as  more  groups  consider  and  act  on  this  issue. 

San  Diego  Association  of  Governments 
SANDAG's  Shoreline  Erosion  Committee 


City  of  San  Diego 

City  of  Oceanside 

City  of  Carlsbad 

City  of  Encinitas 

City  of  Solana  Beach 

City  of  Del  Mar 

City  of  Chula  Vista 

City  of  Coronado 

City  of  Imperial  Beach 

San  Diego  Unified  Port  District 

San  Diego  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau 

Greater  San  Diego  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Cardiff  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Carlsbad  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Chula  Vista  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Encinitas  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Escondido  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Fallbrook  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Imperial  Beach  Chamber  of  Commerce 

La  Mesa  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Oceanside  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Poway  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Rancho  Bernardo  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Solana  Beach  Chamber  of  Commerce 


County  of  San  Diego 

City  of  El  Cajon 

City  of  Escondido 

City  of  La  Mesa 

City  of  Lemon  Grove 

City  of  National  City 

City  of  Poway 

City  of  San  Marcos 

City  of  Santee 

City  of  Vista 

California  Shore  &  Beach  Preservation  Assoc. 

Carlsbad  Beach  Erosion  Committee 

Condominium  Organization  of  South  Sierra 

Avenue  (COOSSA) 
Kids  for  Saving  the  Earth 
League  of  Women  Voters 
Leucadia  Merchants  Association 
Leucadia-Encinitas  Town  Council 
Oceanside  Beach  Restoration  Association 
ReSANDiego 

San  Dieguito  River  Park  Joint  Power  Authority 
Save  Everyone's  Access 
Seacoast  Preservation  Association 
Self  Realization  Fellowship 
Southwest  Wetlands  Interpretive  Association 
Surfrider  Foundation 
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News  About  SANDAG 
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Coastal  cities  unable  to  reverse  the  relentless 
erosion  of  their  beaches  —  the  Ufeblood  of  the 
county's  tourism-rich  economy  —  can  discard  the 
doomsday  scenarios  for  now. 

The  sandman  cometh. 

President  Clinton  has  agreed  to  reallocate  $13 
miUion  in  unspent  defense  funds  to  a  project  that 
will  let  the  Navy  rebuild  the  region's  most  critical- 
ly eroded  beaches  over  the  next  three  years. 

Tm  ecsutic  about  it,"  said  Joe  Kellejian,  deputy 
mayor  of  Solana  Beach,  where  erosion  has  col- 
lapsed sea  bluffs  and  frayed  property  owners' 

you  go  down  there  today,  there  isn't  a 
beacn,"  he  said.  The  surf  is  pounding  against  the 
cliffs." 

If  Congress  approves,  the  material  to  widen  the 
beaches  —  more  than  7  million  cubic  yards  of  sand 
—  will  come  from  a  major  Navy  dredging  project 
scheduled  to  begin  this  spring  and  continue 
through  July  1998. 

The  Navy  plans  to  convert  San  Diego  into  a 
home  base  for  three  nuclear-powered  aircraft  car- 
riers by  deepening  San  Diego  Bay's  navigation 
channel  and  building  docking  and  maintenance 

{adUties  at  North  Island  Naval  Aii 
Station.  Because  of  limited  funds, 
the  Navy  had  planned  to  dump  the 
sand  in  20  to  40  feet  of  water  just 
offshore  from  four  erosion-plagued 
beaches  in  the  hope  that  waves  and 
tides  would  eventually  wash  some 
of  it  ashore. 

But  with  the  additional  money, 
the  sand  could  be  pumped  from 
barges  directly  ashore  and  distrib- 
uted to  nine  local  beaches  that  have 
experienced  the  worst  erosion 
problems.  Most  of  those  beaches 
are  between  Oceanside  and  La 
''"■>,  but  also  include  Mission 
I  and  Imperial  Beach, 
recent  decades,  beaches  along 
San  Diego  County's  76  miles  of 
shoreline  have  retreated  from  one 
to  five  feet  annually,  depending  on 

location  and  on  the  severity  of  win 

ter  storms.  The  worst  erosion  has 


occurred  in  the  North  Cotmty.  An- 
other problem  spot  has  been  in  Im- 
perial Beach  south  of  the  municipal' 
pier. 

The  president's  action  was 
prompted  by  a  bipartisan  effort  led 
by  Sen.  Barbara  Boxer,  who  lobbied 
for  the  funds  in  talks  with  Defense 
Secretary  William  Perry  and  Navy 
Secretary  John  Dalton. 

"This  is  a  very  big  breakthrough 
for  us  because  we  can  avoid  waiting 
for  next  year's  budget,  and  it  makes 
the  funds  available  much  more 
quickly,"  Boxer  said  in  a  telephone 
interview  yesterday. 

She  said  support  from  San  Die- 
go's entire  congressional  delega- 
tion —  the  overwhelming  majority 
of  which  are  Republicans  and  who 
normally  disagree  with  her  on  so- 
cial and  environmental  issues  — 
proved  decisive  in  persuading  the 
president  to  find  funding  for  the 
project. 

Clinton's  recommendation  to  re- 
allocate the  Navy  funds  needs  the 
endorsement  of  four  congressional 
committees. 

Boxer  said  she  anticipates  no  se- 
rious objections  in  Congress  be- 
cause of  the  enormous  benefit  that 
will  be  achieved  from  the  project. 
"I  think  it's  extremely  cost-effec- 
I  tive,"  she  said.  "It  doesn't  make 
'  sense  to  throw  away  a  resource 
that  people  need,  and  especially  in 
San  Diego,  where  we're  talking 
about  a  tourist  trade  that's  very 
important." 

The  federal  government,  she 
said,  also  bears  an  ethical  responau 
bility  to  assist  with  the  regiAi^ 
severe  erosion  because  it  built -]«* 
ties  and  harbors  at  Camp  Pendletoq 
and  in  Oceanside  that  disrupted  flie 
natural  process  that  used  to  siip{yty, 
sand  to  t>eaches. 
Sand  that  would  otherwise  jriv. 
—  grate  south  and  resupply  'tfte- 
beaches  between  Oceanside  and,L3 
JoUa  is  either  deflected  offshore.by 


8-  Comm.  Director 

9   Special  Projects 

10.  Criminal  Justice 

11.  Persoruiel 

12.  AccountiriE 


Clinton  OEs  funds  to  restore 
badly  eroded  comity  beaches 


the  jetties  or  trapped  at  the  /En 
trance  to  Oceanside  Harbor.    '  I? 

"You  have  to  be  a  good  neitt 
bor."  Boxer  said.  "You  can't  jSj 
mess  up  the  beaches  and  ww 
away.",  ^ 

Based  on  a  formula  agreed  tf^ 
San  Diego's  regional  govemmeffl 
agency,  the  San  Diego  Associatar 
of  Governments  (SANDAG),  & 
sand  will  be  distributed  to  the  M- 
lowing  beaches:  1.7  million  ci^ 
yards  to  Imperial  Beach;  352,OTIp 
to  Mission  Beach:  704,000  to  J'lOc- 
rey  Pines  Sute  Beach;  528,0001fe 
Del  Mar's  15th  Street  Beach;    „„  . 

Another  352,000  cubic  yardsf,^ 
go  to  Solana  Beach;  1.2  millio(^ 
Encinitas  south  of  Batiquitos  jO^ 
goon;  616,000  to  Carlsbad  soutKcl 
Agua  Hedionda  Lagoon;  616,'ODO 
south  of  Buena  Vista  Lagoon;  and 
1.1  million  near  Buccaneer  Bejcti 
in  south  Oceanside.  fr 

The  federal  money  is  expect^  to 
be  combined  with  $4  million  in  sftte 
funding,  giving  the  Navy  a  totlTof 
$17  million  toward  the  beach  re- 
plenishment effort.  .yr 

The  state  has  allocated  $700H>6o 
toward  the  project,  and  Gov.  ligte 
Wilson  has  recommended  another 
$1.65  million  for  it  in  his  1997 
budget,  which  is  subject  to  approval 
by  the  Legislature.  Proponents  of 
the  project  intend  to  seek  a  final 
$1.65  million  installment  in,,|he 
1998  state  budget.  '  " 

The  Navy  anticipated  the  pOBi- 
bility  of  the  additional  funding>^d 
included,  the  sand  replenishment 
plan  in  the  environmental  studies 
done  for  the  carrier  home-porting 
project. 

Although  the  mother  lode  of  sand 
should  greatly  help  relieve  the  i^ 
gion's  erosion  problems,  it  won't 
stay  on  the  shoreline  forever. 

A  SANDAG  shoreline  plan  esti- 
mates that  restoring  all  beaches^to 
optimum  widths  would  require  30 
million  cubic  yards  of  sand,  and  an- 
other 500,000  cubic  yards  annually 
to  replace  what  is  washed  away. 

"This  is  the  start  of  what  in  the 
coastal  cities  will  be  an  ongoing 
program."  said  Steve  Sachs,  -a 
beach  erosion  expert  with  SAN- 
DAG. "We're  going  to  have  to  c^-i 
tinue  to  D.1V  a  lot  of  attention  to  thK 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  UTILITIES 

CITY  OF  ROSEVILLE                                 laOO booth  road  •  phone:  (SIS)  7B1-0212 
TRADITION  .  PRIDE  .  PROORE83  '    R036V.LLE.  CA  85078  .  FAX  1»16)  773-1631 


March  4, 1996 

Honorable  John  T,  Meyers,  Chairman 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water 

Development 
Washington.  D.C.  20515 


Dear  Mr.  Meyers; 

Rosevllle  hss  supported  a  Multi  Purpose  Dam  at  Auburn  for  many  years.  Why  has 
Roseville  supported  a  Multi  Purpose  Dam  at  Auburn?  For  California  to  continue  to  prosper 
In  the  future,  a  reliable  water  supply  is  essential.  Roseville  obtains  its  water  supply  from 
the  American  River. 

Water  from  the  American  River  is  utilized  for  many  things.  First,  and  foremost,  the  river 
provides  a  high  quality  water  supply  for  municipal  and  industrial  needs.  Additional  water 
supplies  are  needed  for  California  to  remain  viable  in  the  future.  Projected  water  needs 
for  the  state  are  less  than  favorable.  A  multi  purpose  project  at  Auburn  would  provide 
additional  water  supplies  for  future  needs  without  diminishing  existing  supplies. 

Second,  water  stored  on  the  American  River  is  used  to  control  water  quality  in  the  Delta. 
With  increased  environmental  demands  being  placed  on  the  Central  Valley  Project  a  multi 
purpose  project  at  Auburn  would  capture  water  that  would  othenA^ise  be  lost  for  habitat 
restoration.  This  water  could  be  used  to  enhance  existing  water  courses.  The  Central 
Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  allocated  800,000  acre  feet  of  water  for  habitat  restoration. 
Utilization  of  this  water  for  habitat  restoration  has  a  negative  impact  on  existing  water 
contractors  of  the  Central  Valley  Project. 

Third,  Folsom  Reservoir  provides  recreational  opportunities  for  all  that  visit  the  area. 
Thoroughfares  through  Roseville  provide  direct  access  to  Folsom  Lake.  During  the 
summer  months  commerce  along  those  thoroughfares  are  greatly  enhanced  by  higher  lake 
elevations.  A  multi  purpose  project  et  Auburn  would  allow  Folsom  Reservoir  to  be  held  at 
higher  lake  elevations.  A  project  at  Auburn  would  enhance  commerce  along  the  access 
routes  to  the  lake. 
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Honorable  John  T.  Meyers 

Chairman  Appropriations  SubcommlKee  on  Energy  and 

Water  Development 

Page:  2 


Finally,  a  construction  project  of  this  size  would  provide  jobs  for  several  hundred  people 
for  10  to  15  years.  This  would  enhance  the,  region  economically.  Why  does  Rosevilie 
support  a  project  at  Auburn,  IT  MAKES  SENSE! 

I  have  attached  copies  of  three  resolutions  that  the  Council  has  adopted.  These 
resolutions  all  support  a  multi  purpose  project  at  Auburn.  I  should  also  point  out  that 
Rosevilie  supports  flood  control  for  Sacramento,  but  not  at  the  expense  of  the  Cities  water 
supply. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  express  Roseville's  support  for  a  multi  purpose  project  at 
Auburn. 


Respectfully,      •"^~~n       (\ 

Derrick  H.  Whitehead.  PE 
Director  of  Environmental  Utilities 


cc 

Mayor  Harry  Crabb  and  Members  of  the  City  Council 

Congressman  John  T.  Doolittle 

Allen  E.  Johnson,  City  Manager 

David  Breninger,  General  Manager  Placer  County  Water  Agency 
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RESOLUTION  NO.    ^5-273 
EXPRESSING  SUPPORT  FOR  A  STAGED  MULTI-PURPOSE  AUBURN  DAM 

WHEREAS,  the  Roseville  City  Council  has  consistently  expressed  suppon  for  a 
Multi-Purpose  Aubum  Dam  since  the  inception  of  this  project;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Roseville  City  Council  recognizes  the  serious  potential 
devastation  that  could  result  from  uncontrolled  flooding  of  the  greater  Sacramento 
Area,  some  of  which  occurred  in  1985;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Roseville  City  Council  does  not  support  permanent  re- 
operation of  Folsom  Reservoir  to  meet  the  flood  control  needs  of  the  greater 
Sacramento  Area;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Roseville  City  Council  has  opposed  efforts  in  the  past  to  build 
a  "Dry  Dam"  or  other  flood-control-only  facilities,  but  would  suppon  a  staged  multi- 
purpose project  at  Aubum;  and 

WHEREAS,  this  effort  to  help  with  imerim  flood  control  measures  in  no  way 
indicates  any  lessening  of  suppon  by  Roseville  for  a  Multi-Purpose  Project, 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  by  the  City  CouncU  of  the  City  of 
Roseville  that  the  it  hereby  reaffuros  iu  strong  suppon  for  a  Multi-Purpose  Aubum 
Dam  as  a  single  project  that  addresses  all  of  the  water  related  problems  including  flood 
control,  new  water  supply,  recreation,  power  generation  and  environmental  concerns  of 
the  Delta. 

PASSED  AND  ADOPTED  by  the  Council  of  the  City  of  Roseville  this    Ath 
day  of       Occobar ,  1995  .  by  the  following  vote  on  roll  call: 

AYES  COUNCILMEMBERS:    Harry  Crabb.    Jr.,   Ciaudia  Gomar.   Randolph  Graham 

Pauline  Roccuccl,   Mel  Hamel 

NOES  COUNCILMEMBERS:   ''°"* 


ABSENT        COUNCILMEMBERS:   n 


one 


maVor 


ATTEST: 


City  Clerk 


OCT  05  tggs 
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RESOLUTION  NO.   95-154 


RESOLUTION  EXPRESSING  SUPPORT  FOR  A  MULTI-PURPOSE  AUBURN  DAM 

WHEREAS,  the  Roseville  City  Council  has  consistently  expressed  support  for  a 
Multi-Purpose  Auburn  Dam  since  the  inception  of  this  project,  and; 

WbEREAS,  the  Roseville  City  Council  has  opposed  efforts  in  the  past  to  build  a 
"Dry  Dam"  or  other  flood-control-only  facilities,  and; 

WHEREAS,  Roseville  City  Council  recognizes  the  serious  potential  devastation 
that  could  result  from  uncontrolled  flooding  of  the  greater  Sacramento  Area,  some  of  which 
occurred  in  1 986,  and; 

WHEREAS,  this  effort  to  help  with  intenm  flood  control  measures  in  no  way 
indicates  any  lessening  of  support  by  Roseville  for  a  Multi-Purpose  Project,  and; 

NOW.  THEREFORE.  BE  IT  HEREBY  RESOLVED,  that  Council  of  the  City  of  Roseville 
hereby  reaffirms  its  strong  support  for  a  Multi-Purpose  Auburn  Dam  as  a  single  project  that 
addresses  all  of  the  water  related  problems  including  flood  control,  new  water  supply, 
recreation,  power  generation  and  environmental  concerns  of  the  Delta. 


PASSED  by  the  Council  of  the  City  of  Roseville  this     zisc 
19  95   .  by  the  following  vote  on  role  call: 


day  of         June 


AYES 
NOES 
ABSENT 


COUNCIL  MEMBERS:   ciwdia  Guana,  Sairiolph  Grahan,  Pauline  Roccucci.  Mel 
Haael 


COUNCIL  MEMBERS. 
COUNCIL  MEMBERS: 


None 

Hancy  Crabb.  Jr. 


•-^^/W^/ 


MAYOR 


Attest: 


City  Clerk 
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titv  of  aaogebille 


NO. 


87-162 


WHEREAS,  the  construction  of  Auburn  Dao  was  authorized  by 
Congress  in  196S;  end 

WH£R£AS,  the  construction  of  the  dam  has  been  delayed  for  a 
variety  of  political  end  environmental  reasons  over  the  years;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Auburn  Dam  site  is  one  of  the  last  viable 
hydroelectric  sites  In  the  Sierra;  and 

WHEREAS,  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  have  already  been 
spent  In  preparation  of  the  site  for  construction; 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  that  the  City  Council  of  the 
City  of  Roscvllle  urges  that  the  Federal  Government  take  the  necessary 
steps  to  complete  the  dam  in  order  to  provide  flood  protection  to  the 
urban  areas  along  Che  American  River;  to  enhance  the  recreation 
potential  for  the  American  River  Canyon,  Folson  Lake,  and  the  Lower 
American  River;  to  increase  the  amount  of  water  available  for 
agricultural  and  domestic  purposes;  and  to  provide  additional  clean 
electric  power  for  Northern  CallComls; 

PASSED  AND  ADOPTED  by  the  Council  of  the  City  of  Rosevllle 

this  19th  day  of Aiigiisf .  1987,  by  the  following 

vote  on  roll  call: 

AYES      COUNCILMEMBERS:  Tom  Chambliss.    Bill   Santucci,    John  M.    Byouk, 

Harry  Crabb.    Jr.,    Phil   Oienick 
NOES       COUNCILMEMBERS:   None 


ABSENT  COUNCILMEMBERS:   None 


PHIL  OZgNICKJfMAYOR 


1. 


ATTEST: 


heEeR^ 
city  of  roseville,  californu 

FILEI 


AUG  31  i987 
I         ^    ^^  23-238    5780       ^  ^' ':':^''^"f. 


it 

k 
I* 

h 

jet 

¥ 
1^ 
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February  22,  1996 

The  Honorable  John  T.  Meyers,  Chairman 

Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  ChafVman  Meyers: 

As  the  City  of  Folsom's  representative  to  the  Sacramento 
Metropolitan  Water  Authority  for  the  past  five  years,  I  wanted  to 
provide  testimony  on  the  need  for  a  multipurpose  Auburn  Dam. 
Folsom  is  at  risk  in  terms  of  its  water  needs  and  even  more 
vulnerable  to  the  threat  of  a  major  flood  because  Folsom  Dam  lies 
within  our  city  boundaries.  We  face  two  perils — the  probable 
maximum  flood  which  overtops  the  dam,  or  as  we  learned  last  July, 
the  peril  of  a  spillway  gate  breaking  and  unloosing  a  torrent  of 
water. 

On  October  2,  1995,  the  director  of  the  Sacramento  Area  Flood 
Control  Agency  estimated  that  a  dam  failure  at  Folsom  could  cause 
$35  billion  in  damages.  This  estimate  includes  the  inundation  of 
our  city  of  ,38,000  which  has  a  tax  base  of  $2.5  billion.  The  rest 
of  the  property  damage  includes  catastrophic  damage  to  the  City  of 
Sacramento.  Both  Folsom  and  Sacrmento  would  lose  major 
infrastructure  such  as  hospitals,  schools,  fire  and  police 
stations,  the  state  government,  our  water  treatment  plants,  and 
other  utilities,  roads  and  bridges. 

Folsom  is  a  major  transportation  corridor  as  45,000  commuters 
from  three  counties  cross  over  the  American  River  on  Rainbow  Bridge 
or  Folsom  Dam  Road.  I  can  remember  vividly  how  frightening  it  was 
to  cross  this  bridge  in  1986  when  over  170,000  cubic  feet  per 
second  was  being  released  from  Folsom  Dam  to  avert  breeching  the 
dam.  Fortunately,  the  bridge  withstood  this  pounding  but  the  next 
major  flood  has  the  potential  to  take  out  this  bridge.  The  flood 
risk  has  been  well-documented  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (COE) 
and  other  agencies.  This  threat  to  our  lives  and  property  could  be 
easily  remedied  with  construction  of  Auburn  Dam.  It  is  clear  that 
Folsom  Dam  can't  provide  100  year  protection. 

Two  major  floods  have  inundated  homes  in  Sacramento  and  Placer 
counties  in  the  last  10  years,  causing  more  than  $100  million  in 
damages.  Hundreds  of  public  agencies  have  sent  applications  for  a 
slice..of .  the.$50  jnillion  to  $100  million  available  from  the  federal 
grant , program".  -There  is  no  program  which- could  address  a  property 
loss  that ,. encompasses  160,000  residential  structures,  the  state 
capitol,  and  '  all  -  the  infrastructure  at  risk.  The  Army  COE 
estimated  that  $8  billion- in  damages  was  possible  under  existing 
conditions  should  a  100-year  flood  occur.  A  400-year  flood  could 
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cause  $16  billion  in  property  damages.  (U.S.  Army  COE,  1991. 
American  River  Watershed  Investigation  Feasibility  Report..  Appendix 
VIC,  Economics)  "An  ounce  of  prevention  is  worth  a  pound  of  cure," 
said  Benjamin  Franklin.  Auburn  Dam  is  much  more  cost-effective 
when  measured  against  the  potential  catastrophic  loss  of  life  and 
property  of  a  probable  maximum  flood  in  our  area. 

Folsom  also  needs  a  reliable  long-term  water  supply.  We  have 
no  groundwater  as  an  alternative  supply  and  must  rely  upon  surface 
water.  Although  we  have  the  oldest  water  right  on  the  American 
River  this  is  not  sufficient  for  future  growth. 

The  demographers  tell  us  there's  a  baby  born  every  8  1/2 
seconds  and  over  25-years  the  population  of  California  and  our 
region  will  double.  To  handle  our  share  of  that  future  growth  we 
need  35,000  acre-feet  more.  Since  1991  we  have  been  trying  to 
secure  a  future  water  supply.  Folsom  was  one  of  the  original  cost- 
sharing  partners  in  the  American  River  Water  Resources 
Investigation  and  a  founding  member  of  the  Sacramento  Metropolitan 
Water  Agency  which  is  the  co-lead  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in 
that  study.  For  the  past  two  years  we  have  been  engaged  in 
collaborative  planning  with  other  water  purveyors  in  a  four-county 
area  who  are  also  trying  to  obtain  a  reliable  long-term  water 
supply.  From  both  activities  it  is  clear  that  the  only  way  this 
region  will  be  able  to  meet  its  future  water  need  is  by  building  a 
multipurpose  dam  at  Auburn.  This  facility  would  provide  a  firm 
supply  and  the  additional  flood  control  we  also  need. 

I  know  that  you  are  being  very  cautious  in  Congress  when  it 
comes  to  spending  the  taxpayer's  dollars  but  I  urge  you  to  consider 
this  as  a  very  sound  investment  and  one  that  in  future  years  will 
be  lauded  as  a  very  far-sighted  action  by  Congress.  I  provide  two 
instances  for  your  consideration.  In  1867,  the  Secretary  of  State 
asked  Congress  to  buy  Alaska.  He  had  a  difficult  time  persuading 
that  Congress  because  the  cost  was  considered  exorbitant,  although 
it  was  about  3  cents  an  acre.  They  called  Seward  a  fool  then  but 
20  years  later  when  gold  was  discovered  there  he  was  called 
visionary.  The  other  incident  was  much  earlier.  Around  1487,  a 
group  of  advisors  to  the  King  and  Queen  of  Spain  were  asked  to 
consider  the  proposal  of  Christopher  Columbus.  They  met  for  four 
years  and  then  concluded  this  was  a  bad  idea  and  should  not  be 
financed  by  the  government.  As  you  know,  Columbus  found 
alternative  financing — Queen  Isabella's  jewels — and  Spain 
eventually  realized  a  500,000  ratio  of  return  on  this  risky 
investment. 

Without  an  Auburn  Dam,  Folsom  's  existing  water  supply  is  at 
risk.  Because  of  the  flood  threat  to  Sacramento,  the  flood  control 
agency  has  an  agreement  with  Reclamation  to  operate  Folsom  Dam  and 
Reservoir  for  maximum  flood  control.  This  means  letting  the  water 
out  during  the  winter  months.  If  we  don't  have  an  adequate  snow 
pack  or  a  late  season  storm  to  fill  up  the  reservcir  tl;_  Ickt  level 
goes  down.  This  means  Folsom  has  increased  pumping  costs  to  get 
our  drinking  water  and  increased  turbidity  in  that  water.   Should 
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a  long  drought  occur  again,  then  serious  conservation  measures 
have  to  be  taken.  There  will  be  a  market  for  the  water  from  Auburn 
Dam — that  is  quite  evident  given  the  regional  shortfall,  and  in  our 
case  it  is  the  most  viable  alternative. 

We  urge  your  support  for  Auburn  Dam  because  this  is  the 
only  solution  that  provides  our  region  with  500-year  flood 
protection  and  a  reliable  long-term  water  supply.  Just  imagine  the 
future — the  500  year  flood  occui:s  and  Sacramento  is  wiped  out. 
This  Congress  would  be  infamous  as'  the  one  that  could  have  saved  us 
from  the__  catastrope  but  did  not.  Wouldn't  you  prefer  to  be 
described  as  far-sighted  and  the  ones  responsible  for  averting  a 
tragedy  of  monumental  proportions?  Approval  of  Auburn  Dam  could  be 
your  "finest  hour,"  and  would  secure  your  place  in  history — 
certainly  in  this  part  of  California. 

An  enclosure  contains  the  key  points  in  support  of  Auburn  Dam  which 
should  be  included  for  the  record. 

Yours  sincerely. 


Sara  Myers     U 


Sara  Myers 
Counc  i Imember 
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The  Federal  Government  Must  Keep  Its  Promise  To  Sacramento 

Following  the  destructive  floods  of  1963  and  1964,  Congress  approved  Auburn  Dam  to  protect  the 
residents  of  Sacramento  from  the  American  River.  Construction  stopped  in  the  mid  1980s  because 
of  the  re-ordering  of  the  federal-state  cost  share  and  a  lack  of  ongoing  appropriations. 

The  1986  flood,  which  killed  13,  injured  67,  and  caused  1.3  billion  in  damages  in  Northern 
California,  forced  Auburn  Dam  back  to  active  consideration  as  a  means  to  protect  Sacramento. 
Our  only  alternative  would  drain  the  region's  only  multipurpose  reservoir  and  chief  water  supply  by 
75%  to  make  flood  space,  a  draconian  solution  which  also  devastates  the  City  of  Folsom  due  to  the 
necessity  of  lowering  the  spillway  gates  and  other  modifications  which  force  closure  of  a  major 
transportation  corridor. 

The  updated  Aubum  Dam  design  is  smaller,  earthquake  safe,  and  more  cost-effective. 

Sacramento  has  the  highest  flood  danger  of  any  city  its  size  in  the  United  States.  There  are  more 
than  400,000  people  in  the  floodplain  and  more  than  $40  billion  worth  of  public  and  private 
property.  The  very  first  time  the  levees  fail  as  they  nearly  did  in  1986,  Sacramento  would  sustain 
$8  billion  in  damages,  not  to  mention  the  lives  lost. 

Sacramento  was  flooded  in  1955, 1963, 1964,  and  1986.  There's  a  one-in-three  chance  of  a  life- 
threatening  flood  over  the  next  30  years.  It's  not  a  question  of  "if  but  "when." 

If  Congress  does  not  support  the  plan  backed  by  this  region,  the  State  of  California,  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  and  our  congressmen,  U.S.  taxpayers  will  pay  far  more  in  the  end  in  disaster 
relief  Aubum  Dam  will  protect  Sacramento  while  preventing  U.S.  taxpayers  from  spending  1 1 
times  more  to  rebuild  and  restore  the  160,000  homes,  5,000  businesses,  1,200  public  facilities,  117 
schools,  6  hospitals,  and  40  local  roads  and  highways  currently  within  the  floodplain. 

Finishing  Aubum  Dam  keeps  the  Government's  promise  to  protect  Sacramento  from  destructive 
and  life-threatening  floods. 

Auburn  Dam  is  Necessary  for  New  Water  Development  in  the  State 

California' s  population  will  go  from  32  million  today  to  about  49  million  by  2020.  Research  shows 
California  will  need  over  5  million  acre-feet  of  water  to  meet  this  need  (Bulletin  160,  Dept.  of 
Water  Resources). 

A  new  water  study  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  shown  that  we  must  add  over  500,000  acre- 
feet  of  water  to  the  Sacramento  region  to  keep  pace  with  population  growth  and  the  needs  of 
agriculture,  industry  and  the  environment 

The  last  seven  of  nine  years  were  years  of  drought  in  California— an  Aubum  Dam  can  help  us  store 
water  to  carry  us  through  a  future  drought 

Those  that  benefit  fiom  the  water  supply  will  pay  for  it  The  federal  taxpayer  will  not  spend  a  dime 
for  this  aspect  of  Aubum  Dam. 


23-641    O— 96 42 


2588 


Sacramento 
Metropolitan 
Water 
Auttiority 


27  Februaiy  1996 

Hdnoiable  John  T.  Meyers,  Oiairman 

United  States  House  of  Rqoesentatives 

Committee  on  Approptiatians 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Wasfaington.  D.G.  205  IS 

Reference:  'California  Water  Day',  Mardi  6, 1996 

Dear  Oiainnan  Meyers: 

On  bdialf  of  the  Board  of  Directors  and  members  of  the  Saoamento 
Metropolitan  Water  Authority  it  gives  me  great  pleasure  to  provide  to  you 
our  concerns  about  current  regional  water  issues  that  the  Authority  and 
others  are  addressing.    The  Sacramento  Metropolitan  Water  Authority  is  a 
joint  powers  authority,  established  in  1990,  representing  sixty  six  elected 
ofBcials.  two  cities  (Folsom  and  Gait),  two  private  utilides,  three  irrigation 
districts  and  nine  urban  water  districts.  Tie  Authority's  members  serve  over 
430.000  people. 

Four  major  water  issues  have  besieged  this  region  for  some  time; 

■  Potential  for  major  flooding; 

■  Lack  of  adequate  water  storage  to  meet  water  demands 

during  extended  periods  of  drought  and  future  growth; 

■  Excessive  ovetdiaft  of  the  groundwater  basin:  and 

■  Toxic  contamination  of  the  groundwater  basin  fo^n  military 

bases. 
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FLOOD  CQNTOOL 

Hie  Aathoiity  has  always  supported  the  Saciamento  Area  Flood  Control  Agency's 
efforts  to  obtain  the  highest  level  of  flood  protection  for  the  Saciamento  area.   Sacramento  is 
a  city  at  tremendoos  risk  of  flooding.  Ihe  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps)  predict  there  is 
one  chance  in  three  that  another  destructive  flood  will  hit  the  city  over  the  next  30  years  -  a 
flood  larger  than  what  the  area  suffered  in  1986. 

Seme  160,000  homes,  5.000  businesses,  1,200  government  buildings  -  including  the 
State  Capitol  -  115  schools,  and  six  regicmal  hospitals  could  potentially  be  damaged  or 
destroyed.  Flood  depths  could  range  from  5  to  20  feet  deep  in  a  floodplain  over  170  square 
miles.  Tbe  Corps  has  determined  that  an  American  River  flood  will  leave  the  area  inundated 
for  as  long  as  60  days.  Damages,  not  including  costs  for  international,  interstate  and  local 
commerce  and  business  disruption,  are  estimated  to  be  at  a  minimum  of  $8  billion  and  could 
reach  as  high  as  $18  bUlion. 

Oitira]  to  the  Authoiity,  the  region's  wells,  pipelines,  and  water  treatment  plants  could 
be  rendered  inoperable  due  to  flooding,  posing  a  serious  and  immediate  risk  to  public  health 
and  safety  for  an  extended  period. 
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WATER  SUPPLY 

Although  the  Sacramento  area  is  rich  in  suiface  water  resources,  almost  all  of  those 
resources  are  appropriated  and  consumed  The  Authority,  in  conceit  with  other  water 
interests,  participated  in  the  American  River  Water  Resources  Investigation.  The  additional 
amount  of  water  needed  to  keep  pace  with  population,  business,  agriculture  and  environmental 
demands  in  the  study  area  by  the  year  2030  is  staggering  -  more  than  525.000  acre-fieet  per 
year  wHl  be  needed.  Additional  water  storage  facilities  would  allow  better  management  of 
the  winter  season  American  River  watershed  run  off,  as  well  as  helping  to  maintain  needed 
stream  flows  for  the  lower  American  River  Oiinook  Salmon  fishery. 
GROUNDWATER  OVERDRAFT 

Over  the  past  few  years  the  Saoamento  region  has  ei^eiienced  a  phenomenal  increase 
in  giowdi.  Tlds,  coupled  with  six  years  of  drought  has  created  a  heavy  puiTq>ing  demand 
upon  die  ground  water  supply.  Continued  over-drafting  of  the  basin  could  result  in  permanent 
damage  through  subsidence.  Three  areas  of  oveidiaft  exist  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
Authority.  Efifoits  axe  underway  to  develop  a  coi\junctive  use  plan  in  an  effort  to  manage  the 
use  of  both  suiface  and  groundwater  resources,  hi  years  of  suiplus  water,  mgYim^im  use  of 
suifiice  water  resources  would  be  utilized  thereby  allowing  the  groundwater  basin  to  recharge 
natmal^.  In  yean  of  limited  sur&ce  water  the  groundwater  resources  would  be  utilized  to 
meet  the  regional  water  needs  not  met  by  the  limited  surfiice  water  lesomces. 
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GROUNDWATER  CONTAMINATIQN 

The  extent  of  groundwater  contamination  in  Sacramento  County  is  severe  and  well 
documented.  Several  years  ago  four  Superfund  sites  were  identified  by  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency;  \foClellan  and  Mather  Air  Force  Bases,  Aerojet  (a  defense  contractor)  and 
the  Sacramento  Army  Depot  In  addition,  groundwater  contamination  exists  at  several  other 
sites  within  the  county.  There  are  cleanup  plans  in  effect  at  these  sites,  however,  t2ie  ciearaxp 
is  progressing  too  slowly.  Reliance  on  groimdwater  resources  aeates  excessive  pumping. 
This  heavy  pumping  demand  and  the  natural  flow  of  the  basin  is  causing  the  plume  of 
contamination,  in  each  of  the  above  superfund  sites,  to  migrate  toward  municipal  water  wells, 
thereby  jeopardizing  public  health. 

In  summary,  the  Authoiity  supports  the  Sacramento  Area  Flood  Control  Agency  and 
the  State  Reclamation  Board  in  their  efiforts  to  construct  a  flood  control  fadhty  on  the 
Amencan  River,  in  accordance  with  the  recommendation  emanating  from  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineer's  Supplemental  Iriformarion  Report  for  the  American  River  Watershed  Project,  that 
will  provide  the  greatest  level  of  flood  protection  for  the  Sacramento  metrpplex  commensurate 
with  its  population  and  infrastructure.  The  Authority  also  believes  that  a  multipurpose  dam 
on  the  American  River  is  the  best  alternative  towards  meeting  the  four  major  water  issues 
noted  above;  mayimiim  flood  protection;  additional  surface  water  resources;  protectian  of  the 
groundwater  basin  and  additional  water  needed  to  dean  up  areas  of  contaminated 
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groundwatex.  Hie  Authority  will  cooperate  with  all  federal,  state  and  local  water  interests  to 
promote.  su{^>Qrt  and  fund  the  expansion  of  a  flood  control  project  on  the  American  River 
into  a  mxdtiputpose  project  through  necessary  engineering  studies,  federal  and/or  state 
legislation.  Joint  Powers  Agreements,  and/or  contracts. 

Again,  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Directors  and  members  of  the  Authority,  we  thank 
yoa  for  the  opportunity  to  convey  our  concerns  to  your  committee. 

Best  Regards, 


UjiX^hl 


Michael  B.  Kenny 
Oiairman,  Board  of  Directors 


BBatfTADAY 


2593 

NOUMTAiri  COUNTIES 
WATER  RESOURCES  ASSOCIATIOH 

7  NORTH  MAIN  STREET  •  P.  O.  BOX  («7  •  SAN  ANDREAS  •  CA  »St4«  •  TCLCPHONE  (X0»|  7S4-S*tt 

March  5,'  1996 


Honorable  John  T.  Meyers,  Chairman 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on 

Energy  and  Water  Development 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 


Re:  Water  Project  Appropriations 
Hearings  on  March  6,    1996 


Dear  Chairman  Meyers: 


Atttached  is  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  Mountain  Counties 
Water  Resources  Association  urging  your  Committee's  support  of 
appropriations  for  a  multi-purpose  Auburn  Dam  Project  which  will 
provide  flood  protection  and  water  supply  benefits  which  we  ask  be 
made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Respectfully  submitted, 


Christopher  D.  Williams 


Enc. 
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BEFORE  THE 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON 

ENERGY  AND  WATER  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT 

HON.  JOHN  T.  MEYERS,  CHAIRMAN 

TESTIMONY  OF  THE  MOUNTAIN  COUNTIES  WATER  RESOURCES  ASSOCIATION 

MARCH  6,  1996 

This  testimony  is  presented  on  behalf  of  the  Mountain  Counties 
Water  Resources  Association  by  its  Executive  Director/  Christopher 
D.  Williams.  The  Association  is  composed  of  the  counties,  water 
districts  and  agencies,  consultants  and  citizens  of  the  Mountain 
county  or  "Mother  Lode"  region  of  California.  The  Assoication  is 
dedicated  to  protection  and  development  of  its  area  of  origin  water 
rights  for  the  benefit  of  its  rapidly  growing  population.  El 
Dorado  and  Placer  counties  are  members  of  our  Association  and 
support  development  of  a  multi-purpose  Auburn  Dam  which  could  help 
provide  those  counties  with  a  badly-needed  additional  consumptive 
water  supply. 

The  region  which  is  represented  by  our  Association  has  seen 
the  water  which  originates  there  appropriated  by  other  more 
powerful  and  populous  coastal  and  valley  regions.  The  Mother  Lode 
is  struggling  to  obtain  or  hold  on  to  water  which  it  needs  for  its 
residents. 

In  the  current  California  debate  concerning  how  best  to  solve 
the  water  quality  and  other  environmental  problems  of  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  and  Delta,  the  interests  of  the  upstream  Mother  Lode 
have  been  largely  ignored  or  forgotten,  as  has  the  concept  of  the 
need  for  more  water  storage.  Additional  water  storage  is  necessary 
to  meet  both  consumptive  and  environmental  needs.  We  need  to  stop 
this  futile  effort  to  satisfy  more  and  more  demands  out  of  the  same 
existing  bucket  of  water  and  realize  that  additional  water  storage 
is  a  necessity.  A  multi-purpose  Auburn  Dam  can  supply  water  for 
both  purposes  and  help  avoid  the  draconian  cutbacks  which  lie  ahead 
if  something  isn't  done  to  Increase  the  supply. 

We  urge  Congress  to  reject  the  Administration's  recent  attempt 
to  change  the  rules  by  increasing  state  and  local  cost-sharing  to 
50%  of  total  costs  —  a  100%  increase  in  the  long-standing  cost- 
sharing  principles  and  an  abrupt  undermining  of  our  understandings 
and  expectations. 

No  one  can  reasonably  deny  that  Sacramento  needs  flood 
protection  and  that  the  State  needs  more  water  storage  if  it  is  to 
avoid  future  disaster  and  we  ask  your  help  in  meeting  those  needs. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  address  this  important 
subject  and  thank  you  for  your  consideration. 
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El  Dorado  Irrigation  District 


In  reply  refer  to:  M0296-9401 

Febmaiy  26, 1996 

Honorable  John  T.  Meyers,  Chaiiman 

j^)propriations  Subconunittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Washington,  DC  205  IS 

Re:      Support  for  the  Auburn  Dam 

Dear  Congressman  Meyers: 

The  El  Dorado  Irrigation  District  supports  the  construction  of  die  Auburn  Dam  to  meet  the  Sacramento 
region's  flood  control,  water  supply  and  environmental  water  needs. 

The  City  of  Sacramento  holds  the  dubious  dtstiaction  of  having  the  highest  urban  flood  risk  of  any  major 
city  in  the  United  States.  There  is  a  60  percent  chance  that  the  levees  along  the  American  River  could  fail 
tarn  a  100  year  flood  event,  an  event  with  a  one  in  three  chance  of  striking  Sacramento  in  30  years  time. 
Over  400,000  people  and  $40  billion  in  private  and  public  property  are  at  risk.  The  need  for  adequate  flood 
protection  (SOO  year  level)  can  be  met  with  the  construction  of  the  Auburn  Dam,  as  is  supported  by  both 
the  Army  Coips  of  Engineers  and  the  Sacramento  Area  Flood  Control  Agency  (SAFCA). 

Along  with  the  obvious  flood  control  benefits  of  an  Auburn  Dam,  water  supply  and  positive  environmeatal 
benefits  will  accrue  to  the  project.  A  flood  control  only  Auburn  Dam  would  provide  Folsom  Reservoir  with 
a  regulated  storage  upstream  that  would  allow  more  water  being  made  available  &om  the  reservoir  for  the 
region's  growing  water  needs.  Water  for  envirornnental  purposes  would  also  be  made  available  ,  including 
colder  ten^ierature  water  that  would  be  beneficial  to  the  fisheries  in  the  lower  American  River  and  the  S. 
F.  Bay/Delta.  An  expandable  Auburn  Dam  would  provide  even  higher  water  supplies  and  increased 
environmental  water  availability. 

For  the  last  two  years,  Sacramento  region  water  agencies,  community  leaders  and  environmental 
organizations  have  been  meeting  as  the  Sacramento  Water  Foium  to  work  together  to  solve  the  region's 
water  needs.  Auburn  Dam  would  go  a  long  way  in  addressing  the  future  water  needs  of  the  region. 

In  summary,  the  El  Dorado  Irrigation  District  supports  the  Auburn  Dam  Project  as  meeting  the  region's 
flood  control  and  water  needs.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  our  positioiL 

Sincerely, 

7 

Richard  N.  Tatti,  President 
El  Dorado  Irrigation  District 

DW:t«  J,,,  MOSQUftO  TOAD  •  PlACenviLLe  •  CA  SSMT  .  PHONE  (»I«)  622-4S1S 
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Placer  County  Water  Agency  j/  JZ^Zon 
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Honorable  John  T.  Meyers,  Chainnan 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and 

Water  Development 
c/o  Office  of  Congressman  John  Doolittle 
1526  Longworth  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Subject:  Testimony  by  Edward  Horton,  Chainnan,  Placer  County  Water  Agency, 

Regarding  Support  for  an  Expandable  Multi-Puipose  Auburn  Dam 

Mr.  Chairman: 

On  behalf  of  the  Placer  County  Water  Agency  I  respectfully  submit,  as  Chainnan,  the  following 
testimony  regarding  water  resource  related  issues  facing  Placer  County  upon  which  the  Subcommittee 
is  in  a  position  to  consider  action  and  in  particular  support  for  Congressman  John  Doolittle's 
legislation  for  an  expandable,  multi-puipose  Auburn  Dam  on  the  North  Fork  American  River.  I 
appreciate  this  opportunity  and  your  consideration  of  my  comments. 

MULTI-PURPOSE  AUBURN  DAM 

The  Placer  County  Water  Agency  has  supported  the  construction  of  a  multi-purpose  Auburn  Dam  for 
30  years.  This  project  is  vital  to  the  interests  of  the  Placer/Sacramento  region,  the  State  of  California 
and  the  United  States  Government. 

(1)  New  Flood  Control: 

The  greater  Sacramento  area  is  at  serious  risk  of  being  flooded  under  5'  to  20'  of  water  someday  if 
proper  steps  are  not  taken  soon.  Sacramento  has  the  lowest  level  of  flood  protection  for  any 
community  of  its  size  in  the  nation.  Only  a  multi-purpose  dam  at  Auburn  can  provide  an  adequate 
level  of  protection.  The  other  alternatives  for  flood  control  not  only  provide  significantly  less 
protection  but  adversely  impact  the  region's  water  supply  as  well,  increasing  the  divisiveness  between 
enviroimiental  values  and  economic  prosperity.  The  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers,  The  California 
Reclamation  Board  and  Sacramento  Area  Flood  Control  Agency  support  a  flood  control  facility  at 
Auburn. 

(2)  New  Water  Simnlv: 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  just  released  a  comprehensive  study  of  the  water  needs  in  the  region  to 
be  served  by  Auburn  Dam  that  shows  a  need  for  an  additional  500,000  acre  feet  by  the  year  2030.  On 
a  statewide  basis,  the  California  Department  of  Water  Resources  predicts  a  shortage,  ranging  6om 

Water  Conservation  b  A  Moral  Obligation 
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4  million  acre  feet  per  year  to  9  million  acre  feet  per  year  in  30  years.  In  addition,  recent  studies  show 
that  both  the  Lower  American  River  and  the  Bay-Delta  System  need  vast  amounts  of  additional  water 
for  a  variety  of  purposes.  With  a  dam  being  the  only  effective  solution  to  the  flood  control  problem, 
future  expandability  of  the  structure  to  a  multi-puipose  project  is  critical  to  solving  some  of  the  water 
problems  of  the  region.  State  and  Federal  governments.' 

(3)  Interim  Pumping  Facilities: 

The  Placer  County  Water  Agency  constructed  the  Middle  Fork  American  River  Project,  including  two 
major  reservoirs,  five  powerhouses  and  diversion  facilities  for  its  water  rights  at  Auburn  in  the  mid 
1960's. 

The  Agency,  at  the  request  of  the  Federal  government,  eliminated  the  construction  of  a  third  major 
storage  reservoir  and  hydroelectric  plant  to  be  known  as  the  American  Bar  Dam  and  Reservoir,  from 
our  Middle  Fork  Project.  This  concession  was  done  to  allow  the  Federal  government  to  make  room  for 
a  2.3  million  acre  feet,  multi-purpose  Auburn  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

In  exchange  the  Bureau  entered  into  a  CVP  contract  obligation  to  provide  the  Agency  11 7,000  acre  feet 
a  year  of  water  from  the  North  Fork  American  River.  Another  agreement  provided  for  the  Bureau  to 
remove  the  Agency's  existing  initial  permanent  pump  station  and  facilities  for  pumping  water  to  the 
inlet  of  the  Agency's  existing  Auburn  Diversion  Tunnel.  The  tunnel  built  30  years  ago  is  250  feet 
above  the  American  River  near  the  proposed  Auburn  Dam  site.  The  tuimel  is  three  miles  long,  12  feet 
in  diameter  and  has  a  capacity  of  450  cubic  feet  per  second  to  supply  water  for  the  municipal,  industrial 
and  agricultural  needs  in  Placer  County. 

Today,  the  Agency  requires  year  round,  reliable  access  to  our  American  River  water  holdings.  The 
United  States  is  under  contract  to  the  Agency  to  provide  the  Agency  access  to  its  American  River 
water.  To  meet  this  obligation  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  installs  a  replacement  pump  station  aimually 
with  a  temporary,  non-reliable,  non-year  round  pumping  facility.  Not  only  does  this  temporary  facility 
cost  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Federal  government  dollars  annually,  but  it  must  be  removed  each 
winter  to  avoid  even  further  damage  due  to  annual  flooding  of  the  pump  site.  This  annual  removal 
leaves  the  Agency  without  a  reliable  water  supply  for  many  months  each  year. 

The  Bureau  has  completed  a  preliminary  concept  design  for  the  replacement  of  the  Agency's  American 
River  Pump  Station  and  Congressman  Doolittle  has  included  funding  for  the  interim  facility  in  his 
Auburn  Dam  legislation. 

(4)  State  Highway  49  Road  and  Bridge  Alignment  and  Relocation: 

The  relocation  of  State  Highway  49  along  with  the  improvement  of  existing  connecting  roads  and 
intersections  to  handle  the  redirected  traffic  is  an  essential  part  of  the  Auburn  Dam  project.  The 
Agency  and  the  County  of  Placer  support  the  provisions  contained  in  Congressman  Dooiittle's 
proposed  Auburn  Dam  legislation  regarding  this  matter. 
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(S)       Folsom  Dam  Safety  and  Reservoir  Re-operations: 

Folsom  Dam  and  Reservoir  (Folsom)  on  the  American  River  has  the  highest  ratio  of  average  annual 
runoff  to  storage  capacity  of  any  reservoir  in  the  CVP  system.  From  1956  to  1986,  Folsom  functioned 
as  a  multi-purpose  project  providing  high  levels  of  water  supply,  recreation  and  power,  as  well  as  flood 
control  within  the  watershed.  The  Folsom  State  Park  was  California's  most  popular  recreation  area 
until  the  flood  of  1 986  and  subsequent  re-operation  drastically  changed  its  function.  Since  Folsom  was 
designed  in  the  late  1940's,  the  hydrologic  record  has  shown  much  higher  average  and  flood  flows  than 
originally  thought.  Today,  because  Folsom  has  such  a  high  probability  of  refilling,  it  is  regularly 
drained  to  meet  new  demands  for  Sacramento  flood  control  and  early  year  Delta  environmental  needs. 
This  operation  is  well  beyond  its  design  intent.  The  result  is  that  local  drought  water  supply  rehability 
and  recreation  have  been  sacrificed  and  such  re-operation  must  cease  with  completion  of  a  new  Auburn 
dam. 

The  Agency  recognizes  the  importance  of  assuring  the  safety  and  reliability  of  Folsom  Dam.  Last 
year's  flood  gate  failure  on  Folsom  Dam  was  a  sharp  reminder  of  the  need  for  periodic  safety 
le-evaluations  and  improvements  as  needed,  as  well  as  adequate  annual  preventative  maintenance.  The 
Agency  supports  the  provisions  contained  in  Congressman  Doolittle's  proposed  Auburn  Dam 
legislation  regarding  this  matter. 

Construction  of  a  multi-purpose  Auburn  Dam  as  proposed  in  Congressman  Doolittle's  legislation 
would  greatly  increase  the  ability  of  the  American  River  system  to  meet  all  of  the  demands  being 
placed  upon  it  and  still  allow  for  the  stabilization  of  Folsom  so  it  can  continue  to  provide  dry  year 
water  supply  and  recreation  benefits  to  Placer  County  and  the  Sacramento  region. 

Sincerely, 


Edward  Hortonl 

Chairman,  PCWA  Board  of  Directors 


EH/EM/cs 

pc:        Congressman  John  T.  Doolittle 
PCWA  Board  of  Directors 
County  of  Placer  Board  of  Supervisors 
American  River  Authority  Board  of  Directors 
David  Breninger,  General  Manager 
Don  Lunsford,  Placer  County  Executive  Director 
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GEORGETOWN  DIVIDE 

Public  Utility  District 

PO.  BOX 42<0  PHONE  (916)  33^4356 

GEORGETOWN.  CALIFORNIA  SS634  FAX  (916)  333-9442 

Fd)ruary  28, 19% 


Honorable  John  T.  Meyers,  Chairman 
^propriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and 
Water  Development 
c/o  Honorable  John  T.  Doolittle 
1526  Longworth  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.  C.  20515-0504 

Dear  Chairman  Meyers, 

Georgetown  Divide  Public  Utility  District  q)preciates  the  opportunity  to  provide     • 
testimony  in  &vor  of  construction  of  Auburn  Dam. 

The  Sacramento  region  is  in  critical  need  of  flood  protection.  A  dam  at  Auburn 
can  provide  the  most  cost  effective  long-term  flood  control  for  this  highly  populated, 
major  economic  and  governmental  center  in  California. 

The  Auburn  Dam  Project,  originally  authorized  thirty  years  ago,  would  have 
provided  flood  protection,  environmental  flow  regulation,  and  water  supply  to  California's 
capitol,  the  San  Francisco  Bay-Delta  Estuary,  and  the  agricultural  economy  of  the  Great 
Central  Valley.  An  expandable  flood  control  structure  at  Auburn  is  today  a  component  of 
that  vision,  providing  the  best  long-term  protection  per  flood  control  dollar  spent. 

The  Appropriations  Subconunittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development  has  the 
opportunity  of  investing  in  infrastructure  which  will  reap  returns  fiar  into  the  fiiture, 
providing  local  areas  security  fi'om  flood  damage  and  the  option  of  expanding  the  &cility's 
usefulness  into  dimensions  of  environmental  flow  regulation,  power,  and  water  supply. 

I  ask  that  the  Subcommittee  maintain  the  long-term  and  comprehensive  vision 
upon  which  the  strength  of  this  great  nation  was  developed.  The  people  and  assets  of  the 
Sacramento  region,  the  Capitol  of  the  State  of  California,  deserve  the  maximum  protection 
available  fi'om  the  flood  control  dollar.  The  environment  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay-Delta 
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Estuary  and  the  water  supply  demands  served  from  the  Delta  merit  options  for  storage  and 
flow  control.  The  e]q>andable  Auburn  Dam  offers  the  opportunity  to  effectively  and 
comprdiensively  respond  to  needs  in  all  these  dimensions  of  California's  future. 

Thank  you  for  consideration  of  these  comments. 

Sincerely, 

GEORGETOWN  DIVIDE 
PUBLIC  UnUTY  DISTRICT 


.YNN 
President 
Board  of  Directors 
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San  Juan  Water  District 

P.O.  Box  2157  •  Granite  Boy.  California  95746  •  916  969  2279 

9935  Auburn  Folsom  Road  •  Granite  Bay.  California  95746  •  916  7910115 

FAXES  916  791  0164   •  916  791  7361 

General  Manager 
Jomes  R  English 


Directors 

Kennetti  H  fvliller.  President 

Mark  E  Verke.  Vice  PresicJent 

Dorothy  Kilgore 

Edward  J  'Ted'  Costo 

Kothryn  l«1.  Motthews 


Honorable  John  T.  Meyers,  Chairman 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development 

Washington, DC.  20515 


Fd)ruaiy  26,  1996 
Reference:  "California  Water  Day",  March  6, 1 996 
Dear  Chairman  Meyers: 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  testimony  regarding  the  concerns  members  of  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  San  Juan  Water  District  share  r^arding  the  lack  of  water  storage 
capacity  and  flood  protection  within  our  r^oa  More  spedfically,  our  united  belief  in  the 
necessity  for  the  construction  of  the  multi-purpose  Auburn  Dam. 


San  Juan  Water  District  (IKstrict)  was  formed  under  California's  Community  Services  Act 
in  1 954  and  provides  water  service  to  five  agencies  with  a  total  population  of  1 80,000. 
As  part  of  the  District's  formation,  the  North  Fork  Ditch  Companies  entire  holdings  were 
purchased,  giving  our  District  a  history  of  continuous  wata  service  that  extends  back  to 
1854.  My  purpose  for  bringing  this  to  your  attention  is  to  provide  you  with  some  measure 
of  our  extensive  history  (some  of  the  oldest  of  California's  history)  on  both  the  destructive 
flooding  potentials  of  the  river  and  the  lack  of  yidd  during  drought  years. 


2602 

We  find  ourselves  today,  more  than  140  years  later,  still  searching  for  a  water  supply 
sufiBdent  to  meet  the  future  demands  of  our  growing  communities.  Still  witnessing  the 
awesome  extremes  of  dther  too  much  or  too  little  yield  of  the  American  River.  The 
potentials  I  speak  of  are  not  statistical  analysis  demonstrating  possibilities  or  probabilities, 
they  are  historical  events  of  major  proportions.  We  recall  the  1976-1977  severe  drought 
followed  by  the  destructive  forces  associated  with  the  1986  flood,  followed  by  the 
protracted  drought  of  the  late  1980's  and  early  1990's. 

If  that  were  not  oiough,  the  region  is  &ced  with  both  ground  water  overdraft  and  ground 
water  contamination  issues. 

For  years  we  have  patiently  stood  by  waiting  for  the  federal  government  to  keep  its 
promise  to  Sacramento.  Following  the  destructive  floods  of  1963  and  1964,  Congress 
approved  the  Auburn  Dam  to  protect  the  residents  of  Sacramento  fi'om  the  American 
River.  But  because  of  the  re-ordering  of  the  federal-state  cost  share  and  a  lack  of  ongoing 
appropriations,  construction  was  stopped  in  the  mid  1980's.  The  1986  Flood  was  a  wake 
up  call  to  the  destructive  flooding  potential  of  the  rivo-.  Thirteen  people  were  killed,  sbcty 
seven  iqured  and  1 .3  billion  dollars  in  damage  were  incurred. 

Completing  the  federal  government's  promise  to  Sacramento  by  building  the  Auburn  Dam 
not  only  strengthens  flood  protection,  but  it  will  also  provide  much  needed  water 
necessary  to  meeting  the  demands  of  a  growing  California  r^on.  The  state  population  is 
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gcpected  to  ooolimie  to  explode,  from  32  miUion  residems  today  to  an  anticipated  49 
million  residents  by  the  year  2020. 

While  some  would  argue  the  construction  of  a  dam  at  Auburn  would  impact  the 
environment,  the  reality  is  that  the  environmental  benefits  achieved  through  the  building 
of  an  Auburn  Dam  are  &r  more  constructive  than  destructive. 

With  F^ard  to  the  safety  of  the  site,  the  dam's  seismic  safety  has  been  studied  more  than 
any  other  site  in  the  world. 

The  District  strongly  bdieves  that  the  construction  of  an  Auburn  Dam  will  add  much 
needed  additional  water  storage,  allow  better  management  of  the  winter  season  American 
River  watershed  i\m  o£^  necessary  for  providing  the  levd  of  flood  protection  needed  by 
Sacramento,  as  well  as  provide  a  variety  of  environmental  enhancements  including  those 
needed  to  support  the  Chinook  Salmon  fishery. 

Our  District  stands  ready  to  support  efforts  leading  to  the  construction  of  the  long 
overdue  Auburn  Dam.  On  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity 
to  provide  you  testimony  to  our  concerns. 

Sncenly, 


\^\nJjQz^ 


Ken  MiDer,  President,  San  Juan  Water  District 
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California  Fann  Bureau  Federation 

1601  Exposition  Boulevard  •  Sacramento,  CA  95815  •    Telephone  (916)  924-4000 

Statements  of  the 
California  Fann  Bureau  Federation 

To 

The  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on 

Energy  and  Water  Development 

The  Honorable  John  T.  Meyers,  Chairman 

Regarding 
California  Water  Development 


March  6,  1996 
Sacramento,  California 

The  California  Farm  Bureau  Federation  (CFBF)  is  the  largest  general  farm  organization  in  the 
state.  We  have  more  than  42,000  member  farm  families  and  more  than  75,000  member  families  in 
total.  Nationwide  our  views  are  reflected  by  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  which 
represents  more  than  four  million  members.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  a 
statement  in  support  of  the  positive  changes  that  are  necessary  to  ensure  an  adequate  and 
sustainable  supply  of  quality  water  for  all  Califbmians.  This  subcommittee  and  Congress  have  an 
excellent  window  of  opportunity  to  address  these  problems  in  a  very  constructive  and  meaningful 
way  that  benefits  all  of  California. 

CFBF  is  very  concerned  about  the  state's  inability  to  provide  enough  water  to  meet  present  and 
future  water  demand  and  its  implication  for  family  farms  throughout  California.  California's 
average  annual  water  supply  could  actually  decrease  during  the  next  25  years,  according  to  the 
California  Department  of  Water  Resources  (DWR).  The  most  recent  water  budget  issued  by 
DWR,  generally  known  as  Bulletin  160-93,  predicts  a  water  deficit  in  the  state  by  the  year  2020 
of  3  million  acre/feet  of  water  during  an  average  year  and  up  to  10  million  acre/feet  in  drought 
years.  These  figures  are  conservative  and  assume  that  increased  water  conservation,  water 
recycling,  conjunctive  use  and  storage  south  of  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  will  all  be 
accomplished  and  will  be  effective  in  reducing  the  water  deficit. 

Even  in  years  of  normal  rainfall,  pressures  fi-om  overhurdensome  regulations  have  resulted  in 
drought  conditions  for  California's  farmers  and  ranchers.  A  regulatory  drought  has  caused  water 
supplies  to  be  dramatically  scaled  back.  On  February  15,  1996,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
released  their  plans  for  water  allocations  for  the  Central  Valley  Project  at  60  percent  of  contrart 
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supplies  to  most  agriculture  customers.  This  announcement  serves  as  an  illustration  of  the 
worsening  predicament  of  the  state's  fiumers  to  provide  high  quality  food  and  fiber  efficiently  and 
with  affbrdablity.  While  precipitation  has  improved,  the  permanent  regulatory  drought  continues 
for  farmers  in  the  Central  Valley.  Despite  the  recent  rain&ll  and  snow  storms,  farmers  will  not 
realize  their  full  irrigation  supplies  supposedly  guaranteed  by  contract. 

In  announcing  the  deliveries,  offidals  cited  physical  limitations  preventing  them  fi-om  delivering 
more  water.  Due  to  federal  and  state  environmental  restrictions,  more  water  is  diverted  to 
wildlife  refuges.  Farmers  will  have  to  reduce  production  or  resort  to  punq)ing  precious 
groundwater  supplies  to  make  up  the  shortfall  in  surface  ddiveries,  fiuther  aggravating  over 
drafted  basins. 

While  California's  water  supply  decreases,  the  state's  population  continues  to  increase.  The  state 
forecasts  a  population  of  49  million  people  by  2020,  up  from  30  million  in  1990.  Even  with 
extensive  water  conservation,  the  state  forecasts  urban  water  demand  will  increase  by 
approximately  3.7  million  acre/feet  by  2020,  to  reach  a  total  demand  of  lO.S  million  acre/feet  of 
water.  The  average  annual  net  water  demand  for  environmental  needs  is  projected  to  increase  by 
an  additional  400,000  acre/feet  by  2020.  (Meanwhile,  agriculture  net  water  demand  is  e^qiected  to 
decline  by  1 .9  million  acre/feet  by  2020.)  With  population  exploding  and  water  delivo? 
decreasing,  how  are  California  farmers  and  ranchm  going  to  provide  more  food  and  fiber? 

The  answer  to  the  state's  growing  population  and  the  continuation  of  the  regulatory  drought,  is 
the  development  of  new  California  water  supplies.  Experience  already  shows  that  additional 
facilities  must  be  authorized  and  constructed  to  provide  needed  flood  control  and  stream  bank 
protection. 

Since  the  December  IS,  1994  Bay/Deha  Accord,  CFBF  has  actively  participated  in  the  CALFED 
Bay-Delta  process.  The  CAUED  process  is  an  unprecedented  efifort  to  bring  all  stakeholders 
together  to  craft  a  solution  that  will  benefit  all  parties.  The  CALFED  agencies  include  the 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Departmem  of  Water  Resources,  California 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  California  Water  Resources  Control  Board,  The  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  the 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service.  We  remain  committed  to  finding  sohjtions  to  California's 
water  supply  problem  and  believe  that  a  long  term  solution  to  the  Ddta  is  critical  to  agriculture 
and  water  management  in  California.  A  Delta  sohition  is  essential  to  assure  the  maximum 
utilization  of  any  stored  or  conserved  water.  We  therefore  urge  an  e9q>editious  review  of  the 
options  outlined  by  CALFED  to  move  water  more  efficiently  through  the  Sacramento-San 
Joaquin  Deha.  We  also  urge  an  appropriate  level  of  federal  fiinding  for  on  the  ground 
improvements  as  part  of  this  effort. 

The  most  recent  large  scale  reservoir  completed  by  the  federal  government  was  the  New  Mdones 
Reservoir  on  the  Stanislaus  River  in  1979.  There  are  approximatdy  1,400  reservoirs  in 
California,  which  can  hold  about  42  million  acre/feet  of  water.  The  State  Department  of  Water 
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Resources  describes  that  capacity  as  "a  relatively  small  amount  of  storage  in  proportion  to  the  71 
million  acre/feet  of  annual  nmoflf."  The  clock  is  ticking  for  California  to  balance  its  watCT  budget. 

A  prime  example  of  new  water  development  is  the  need  for  the  Auburn  Dam  as  a  multi-use 
&cility.  We  believe  the  required  local  support  exists,  and  that  there  is  the  utmost  urgency  for 
Congress  to  reauthorize  the  Auburn  Dam,  which  will  help  protect  the  interests  of  all  U.S.  citizens 
in  the  food  productivity  of  the  country  and  the  flood  protection  of  one  of  California's  most 
populous  metropolitan  areas. 

However,  for  any  policy  to  succeed,  California  agriculture  water  rights  and  the  protection  of 
agriculture  land  must  not  be  diminished.  Agriculture  has  traditionally  had  secure  rights  to  water 
and  land,  but  these  rights  are  being  undermined  by  an  increasing  population  and  new  demands  for 
urban  and  environmental  uses. 

Once  again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  a  statement  to  the  subcommittee  on  the  need 
for  water  development  in  California. 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  -  THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY 
Department  of  Water  Resources 

CALIFORNIA  WATER  COMMISSION 

1416  NINTH  STREET.  ROOM  1148 
SACRAMENTO.  CALIFORNIA  95814 

Iherine  Dunlap.  Chair  -  Los  Angeles 
ijaniel  F  Kriege.  Vica  Chair  -  Capitola 
Stanley  M  Barnes  -  Visalia 
Kenneth  S.  Caldwell  -  Camaritio 
Clair  A  Hill  -  Redding 
Michael  D.  Madigan  •  San  Diego 
Martin  A.  Matich  -  San  Bernardino 
Rikard  L  Sorensen  -  Walnut  Creek 
Audrey  Z.  Tennis  -  Chico 


PETE  WILSON.  Governor 


Please  Address  Communications  to: 
The  Chair  of  the  Commission 

P  O  Box  942836 
Sacramento.  CA  94236-0001 
Phone:  (916)653-5958 
FAX;   (916)653-9745 


STATE-FEDERAL  COST-SHARING  RELATIONSHIPS 

Last  year,  the  House  Committee  Report  for  the  Energy  and  Water  Development  bill  noted 
that  future  federal  funding  for  projects  authorized  in  CVPIA  would  be  dependent  on 
California  meeting  its  cost-sharing  "obUgations"  under  the  Act.  CVPL\  directed  Interior 
to  enter  into  a  cost-sharing  agreement  with  the  state  for  specified  environmental  restoration 
actions  whose  costs  the  act  allocated  in  part  to  California.  USER,  USFWS,  DWR,  and 
DFG  negotiated  and  signed  a  master  cost-sharing  agreement  in  1994.  Under  that 
agreement,  task  order  agreements  are  to  be  executed  for  individual  restoration  actions,  as 
fimds  become  available.  Several  task  order  agreements  are  imder  preparation,  and  one  is 
now  being  routed  for  signature  for  acoustic  fish  barrier  testing  at  Georgiana  Slough. 

However,  the  absence  of  signed  task  orders  has  not  meant  that  California  has  not  fimded 
cost-shared  actions.  As  the  attached  table  notes,  there  have  been  significant  non-federal 
contributions  toward  CVPL\  cost-shared  programs.  Furthermore,  the  Governor  has 
included  as  part  of  his  fiscal  year  96-97  budget  $  50  million  for  state  cost-sharing  under 
the  master  agreement,  contingent  upon  enactment  and  voter  approval  of  SB  900,  the  Water 
Resources  and  Delta  Restoration  Act  of  1996.  This  bill  would  place  a  $540  million 
general  obligation  bond  measiu'e  before  the  voters  on  the  November  ballot.  In  addition  to 
funding  CVPIA  cost-sharing,  the  measure  would  fund  Bay-Delta  restoration  activities 
including  Category  III  environmental  restoration  projects  identified  pursuant  to  the  1994 
state-federal  Bay-Delta  accord. 

Beyond  the  narrow  scope  of  the  cost-sharing  specified  in  CVPIA,  there  have  been 
significant  non-federal  contributions  toward  USFWSAJSBR  responsibilities.  Some 
examples  include: 


Federal  power  users  have  executed  an  agreement  with  USBR  to  provide  upfront 
financing  of  100%  of  the  cost  (estimated  at  $21.2  million)  of  rewinding  three 
generators  at  the  Shasta  Dam  powerplant.  Since  USBR  was  unable  to  obtain 
appropriations  to  rewind  the  three  extensively  deteriorated  generators,  local  power 
users  agreed  to  fund  the  work  to  prevent  an  in-service  failure  of  the  units. 
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The  state  has  long  been  active  in  seeking  a  solution  to  water  supply  reliability  and 
environmental  restoration  needs  in  the  Bay-Delta.  During  the  most  recent  effort 
initiated  as  a  result  of  the  Governor's  1992  water  policy,  DWR  expended  over  $2 
million  beginning  a  long-term  solution-finding  process.  Subsequent  to  signature  of 
the  1994  Bay-Delta  accord,  Cal-Fed  members  executed  an  agreement  for  state- 
federal  cost-sharing  of  the  long-term  solution-finding  process  for  Bay-Delta  water 
supply  reliability  and  environmental  actions.  The  agreement  provides  equal  sharing 
in  the  estimated  $20  million  process.  The  parties  recognized  that  the  state  would 
be  contributing  the  bulk  of  the  funds  in  the  early  part  of  the  agreement,  reflecting 
the  availability  of  state  and  federal  funds  at  that  time.  The  parties  are  projecting  the 
following  contributions  for  this  year  and  next  year: 

FY  95-96  FY  96-97 

State  $4.3  million  $2.55  million 

Federal  $2.2  million  $3.65  million 

Historically,  the  state  and  federal  governments  have  worked  cooperatively  on  cost- 
shared  programs  with  the  funding  available  to  them.  For  example,  DWR  at  one 
time  was  significantly  ahead  of  USER  on  costs  associated  with  implementing  the 
state-federal  Suisim  Marsh  Preservation  Agreement,  although  USBR  subsequently 
caught  up  with  its  payments.  Another  example  is  the  South  Delta  program,  which 
arose  from  an  agreement  negotiated  in  1986  among  DWR,  USBR,  and  the  South 
Delta  Water  Agency  to  settle  litigation  brought  against  the  state  and  federal  water 
projects  by  the  Agency.  Under  that  agreement,  DWR  and  USBR  agreed  to  cost- 
share  in  a  number  of  measures  to  improve  water  circulation  and  water  quality  in  the 
South  Delta,  including  installation  and  testing  of  temporary  barriers  at  various 
locations  in  South  Delta  channels,  and  design  of  permanent  barriers.  DWR  funded 
and  carried  out  an  initial  five-year  program  of  barrier  testing  at  a  cost  of  about  $3.5 
million  through  federal  fiscal  year  1995.  It  was  not  until  FY  95  that  USBR 
received  its  first  appropriation  of  $200,000  for  this  activity.  DWR  has  also  funded 
virtually  all  of  the  long-term  planning  work  and  EIR/EIS  preparation  associated 
with  water  management  improvements  in  the  South  Delta,  including  design  of  the 
permanent  barriers.  Expendimres  since  state  fiscal  year  1990-91  are  about  $8 
million. 

The  interagency  ecological  program  extends  back  to  1970,  when  state  and  federal 
water  and  fishery  agencies  executed  an  interagency  agreement  for  a  joint  effort  to 
evaluate  effects  of  the  state  and  federal  water  projects  on  Bay-Delta  ecological 
resources.  Currently  eight  state  and  federal  agencies  formally  participate  in  the 
program,  although  the  majority  of  the  funding  is  provided  by  DWR  and  USBR. 


2609 


The  lEP  is  a  major  source  of  information  for  the  comprehensive  assessment  and 
monitoring  program  which  Interior  was  subsequently  directed  to  perform  by  the 
CVPIA.  Over  the  long  history  of  lEP  implementation,  DWR  financial  support  has 
greatly  exceeded  USSR's;  only  in  recent  years  has  USBR  funding  been  somewhat 
increased.  In  some  recent  years,  the  balance  in  million  dollars  has  been: 

Fiscal  Year  DWR  USBR 

92-93 
93-94 
94-95 


$6.4 

$3.6 

$6.2 

$3.6 

$6.6 

$3.0 
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ATTACHMENT 


Estimated  non-federal  expenditures  on  cost-shared  restoration  actions 

(October  30,  1992  through  September  30,  1995) 

(thousand  dollars) 


Restoration  Action 


Non-federal  ftindias 


Contra  Costa  Pumping  Plant  Fish  Screen 

Clear  Creek  fishery  restoration 

Spawning  gravel  restoration 

Georgiaima  Slough  acoustic  fish  barrier 

Old  River  Barrier 

Striped  bass  restoration 

GCID  Pumping  Plant  fish  passage 

Refuge  water  supply 

Ecosystem  &  water  operations  models, 


1514 


170 
278 
450 

2300 

163 

1380 

184 

70 


(N(»i-federal  contributions  to  the  3406(b)(21)  fish  screening  program  are  not  included  in 
this  table,  because  state  cost-sharing  is  not  mandatory  under  this  section  of  the  act.) 
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STATEMENT  BY  THE  CITY  OF  STOCkTON,  CALIFORNIA 


BEFORE  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

OF  THE 

UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

THE  HONORABLE  JOHN  MYERS,  CHAIRMAN 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  G>mmittee: 

The  City  of  Stoddon  siq)ports  die  following  Corps  of  Engineers  and  Bureau  of  Reclamation  water, 
flood  control  and  fishery  projects: 

1.  Stockton  Metropolitan  Area  Study  $    SSO.OOO 
and  Fannington  Dam  Evaluation 

2.  Sacramento/San  Joaquin  £>elta  Investigation  $    600,000 

3.  American  River  Watershed  $  3,500,000 

4.  South  Delta  Barriers  $6,000,000 

5.  New  Melones  Water  Management  Study  (New  Protect)  $    150,000 

US    CORPS  OF  FNnrNFRRS 

STOCKTON  METROPOLITAN  AREA  STUDY  AND  FARMINGTON  $550,000 

DAM  EVALUATION 

The  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  has  recently  completed  a  study  of  flood 
potential  for  the  Stockton  Metropolitan  area.  The  study  concludes  that  much  of  the  Stockton 
Metropolitan  area  does  not  have  protection  from  a  100-year  flood.  The  affected  area  includes 
all  of  downtown  Stockton  and  the  most  heavily  populated  areas  of  the  community. 

Although  the  City  of  Stockton  and  San  Joaquin  County  are  pursuing  a  locally  funded  project  to 
restore  the  100-year  flood  protection,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  assistance  is  needed  to 
review  alternatives  that  would  raise  this  level  of  protection  to  at  least  200  years.  This  study  may 
also  identify  a  multiple  purpose  project  that  could  help  resolve  our  inadequate  water  supply 
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situation. 


Farmington  Dam  is  an  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  flood  control  project  in  San  Joaquin  and 
Stanislaus  Counties.  It  is  normally  dry,  but  controls  flows  from  the  Little  John  Creek  stream 
group  during  flood  events.  Last  year,  the  California  Water  Commission  supported  a  request  from 
the  City  of  Stockton,  San  Joaquin  County  and  the  Stockton  East  Water  District  to  seek  funding 
from  Congress  fOT  a  reconnaissance  level  study  to  evaluate  the  dam's  foundation,  and  to  determine 
feasibility  of  enlarging  the  reservoir  from  52,000  acre  feet  to  160,000  acre  feet  to  provide  a  pool 
for  water  supply  storage.  A  project  to  raise  the  level  of  Farmington  Dam  shows  the  promise  of 
being  able  to  provide  water  to  the  City  of  Stockton  via  Stockton  East  Water  District  from  its 
Stanislaus  River  Project  with  minimal  additional  infrastructure.  The  increased  utilization  of 
upstream  reservoir  storage  and  operational  improvements  at  Farmington  Dam  to  enhance 
downstream  flood  protection  will  greatly  benefit  our  region. 

SACRAMENTO^AN  JOAQUIN  DELTA  INVESTIGATION  $  600,000 

This  inqx)rtant  investigation  is  being  conducted  jointly  with  the  California  Dq>artment  of  Water 
Resources.  The  study  will  examine  alternatives  to  improve  flood  control,  water  supply  and 
emrironmental  concerns  such  as  riparian  vegetation  and  water  quality  in  the  Delta.  This  study  is 
of  paramount  importance  in  regard  to  current  and  future  California  Water  needs. 


AMERICAN  RIVER  WATERSHED  $  3,500,000 

At  the  direction  of  Congress,  studies  have  been  conducted  to  evaluate  expandability  and  gating 
lapeos  of  Auburn  Dam;  re-evahiate  odier  methods  of  flood  control  including  levee  improvements, 
and  study  coordinated  operational  procedures  in  order  to  determine  if  Folsom  can  be  (grated 
diffierently  to  provide  additional  flood  protection  to  Sacramento;  and  develq>  criteria  to  increase 
die  available  flood  control  space  in  Folsom  in  conjunction  with  the  Bureau  and  local  interests. 
The  Coips  was  also  specifically  directed  to  study  die  potential  for  a  reservoir  at  Deer  Credc  soudi 
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of  Folsom.  This  is  of  particular  interest  to  San  Joaquin  County  as  it  offers  a  potential  water 
supply  source  from  the  Folsom  South  Canal. 

Congressman  Doolittle  has  made  voy  significant  progress  in  insuring  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
Dry  Dam  is  expandable  and  will  be  able  to  provide  the  inevitable  water  supply  requirements  in 
flie  future.  This  project  has  region  wide  benefits  in  the  protection  of  the  State  Capitol,  300,000 
people  and  major  transportation  arteries  from  flooding. 

RflBFAIT  OF  pFri  AMATION 

SOUTH  DELTA  BARRIERS  $6,000,000 

Last  year  the  California  Water  Commission  supported  a  funding  add-on  request  to  allow  the 
Bureau  to  participate  with  the  State  in  constructing  a  barrier  to  improve  water  quality  in  the  South 
Delta.  The  request  came  from  the  South  Delta  Water  Agency  and  was  supported  by  the  City. 
The  City  continues  its  support  of  this  project.  The  City's  Water  Quality  Model  of  the  San  Joaquin 
River  indicates  this  barrier  would  greatly  enhance  water  quality  in  the  vicinity  of  Stockton. 

New  Melones  Water  Management  Study  $150,000 

Since  the  implementation  of  CVPIA,  it  has  become  increasingly  clear  that  New  Melones  Reservoir 
does  not  have  a  rational  plan  for  qjeration.  The  Stockton  East  Water  District's  $65  million  water 
facilities,  built  to  convey  New  Melones  water  to  the  Stockton  area,  are  essentially  unusable 
because  water  from  New  Melones  Reservoir  is  being  allocated  for  CVP  and  CVPIA  mitigation 
uses.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  should  be  directed  to  complete  a  detailed  analysis  of  the 
operational  commitments  for  the  reservoir  as  well  as  project  hydrology  in  order  to  determine  a 
logical  and  siq>portable  operation  plan  that  includes  fulfilling  regional  needs  as  well  as  statewide 
requirements.  This  study  would  accomplish  that  end.  The  City  is  highly  supportive  of  the  need 
for  this  study. 
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/,  KATHERINE  GONG  MEISSNER,  do  hemby  certify  as  follows: 

I  am  the  duly  appointed,  qualified  Interim  City  Cleri<  of  the  City  of  Stockton,  a  California 
municipal  corporation;  as  such  City  Cleri<,  I  am  the  custodian  of  the  official  records  of 
the  City  Council  of  said  City.  The  attached  Resolution  is  a  full,  true,  and  correct  copy  of 
Resolution  No.  96-0082  of  said  City  Council,  which  was  adopted  by  the  City  Council  on 
26  February  1996. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  hereto  affixed  my  hand  and  the  seal  of  the  City  of 
Stockton  on  27  February  1996. 

KATHERINE  GONG  MEISSNER.  INTERIM  CITY  CLERK 
CITY  OF  STOCKTON 


Deputy 


y 


Resolution  Na 
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96-0082 


STOCKTON  CITY  COUNCIL 


WHEREAS,  on  March  6,  1996,  appropriate  committees  of  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  will  conduct  hearings  to  consider 
federal  appropriations  for  water,  flood  control,  and  fishery 
projects  for  Fiscal  Year  1997;  and 

WHEREAS,  several  projects  to  be  considered  at  said 
Congressional  hearings  will  directly  impact  the  City  of  Stockton 
and  its  environs;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  expeditious  construction  of  said  projects  is 
required  to  protect  the  health,  welfare  and  safety  of  the  residents 
of  this  area;  now,  therefore, 

BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CITY  OF  STOCKTON  AS 
FOLLOWS : 

1.  That  the  City  of  Stockton  does  hereby  support  the 
appropriation  of  federal  funds  by  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
for  water,  flood  control  and  fishery  projects  for  Fiscal  Year  1997, 
namely: 

a.  Stockton  Metropolitan  Area  Study  and  Farmington  0am 
Evaluation 

b.  Sacramento- San  Joaquin  Delta  Investigation 

c.  American  River  Watershed 

d.  South  Delta  Barriers 

e.  New  Melones  Water  Management  Study 


iiY  aut 

.„,^  ■  SXIHIBIT(S)   ARS  OS  TILE 
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2.  That  the  "Statement  by  the  City  of  Stockton, 
California  Before  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on 
Energy  and  Water  Development  of  the  United  States  Senate";  and  the 
"Statement  by  the  City  of  Stockton,  California  Before  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development  of 
the  United  States  House  of  Representatives"  ("STATEMENTS")  are 
hereby  approved  as  the  official  STATEMENTS  of  the  City  Council . 
Copies  of  said  documents  are  attached  as  Exhibits  "A"  and  "B" 
respectively,  and  incorporated  by  this  reference. 

3 .  That  the  Mayor  is  hereby  directed  to  forward  copies 
of  said  STATEMENTS  to  the  appropriate  Congressional  Committees  and 
to  the  City  of  Stockton's  representatives  in  the  U.  S.  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives,  and  the  City  Manager  will  monitor  and 
initiate  proper  follow-up  communication  and  correspondence  to 
reflect  the  City  Council's  position. 

PASSED,  APPROVED  and  ADOPTED   FEB  26  1996 . 


/S/  JOAN  DARRAH 


JOAN  DARRAH,  Mayor 

of  the  City  of  Stockton 


ATTEST : 


/JiiJ<ATHERINE  GONG  MEISSNER 

KATHERINE  GONG  MEISSNER 
Interim  City  Clerk  of  the 
City  of  Stockton 


e :  VupS 1 \a8d\r«o\ 1 996\nud . 1 
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